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Current Topics. 


Business in the Court of Appeal, 

THe SUPPLEMENTARY list of appeals, which has just- been 
issued, shews that the Court of Appeal has made little headway 
these sittings, except with Workmen's Compensation Cases. These 
have been reduced from 73 to 24; but the Chancery Appeals 
have risen from 29 to 42, and the King's Bench final and new 
trial appeals from 164 to 170. These figures are approximate 
only, for the present lists @do not shew the totals, and the 
denoting numbers are misleading foe the present purpose. It 
looks as though the sittings would leave the Court of Appeal 
business more hopelessly in arrear than ever. 


The Lancashire County Courts Report, 

Tue Zimes of Thursday contains what purports to be a 
summary of the report of the Departmental Committee appointed 
by the Lord Chancellor to inquire into the state of business in 
the county courts of Lancashire. We find, however, on inquiry 
in the prop:r quarter that the report has not in fact been 
issued, and, without impugning the accuracy of the Zines sum- 
mary, we prefer to wait till the full report is available. 


Evading the Restraint on Anticipation. 

THE RECENT decision of WARRINGTON, J., in Re Wimperis, 
Wicken vy. Wilson (1914, 1 Ch. 502), should, writes a learned 
correspondent, receive careful attention from conveyancers. 
Briefly, it was held that a married woman, to whom an annuity 
was given by will for her separate use without power of anticipa- 
tion, might disclaim it, notwithstanding that the disclaimer was 
to give effect to an obvious bargain between herself and the 
residuary legatees to take a lump sum i: stead of the annuity. 
The restraint upon anticipation was, in its inception, an invention 
of equity, and though the decision of the learned judge may have 
been logical, it seems a pity that he could not see his way to dea 
otherwise with a limiting case. The decision may render it 
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necessary to insert fresh provisions in wills. Could not this 
power to disclaim plus collusion be easily extended to enable 
convenants to settle after-acquired property to be evaded? If 
80, the decision in Re Wimperis is serious indeed. 


The ‘‘ Empress of Ireland” Collision. 


WE GATHER from the 7imes that the Canadian Pacific Railway, 
who were the owners of the ill-fated Empress of Ireland, have 
followed up the decision in their favour of Lord Mersgy’s Com- 
mission by issuing a writ in the Canadian Coarts against the 
owners of Zhe Storstad. Of course, the finding of the Wreck 
Inquiry Commissioners is in no way binding on the Colonial 
Court of Admiralty, which will try independently the issues 
arising out of the collision, but it is of interest to the public at 
large. No principles of law arise out of Lord Mersey’s finding ; 
it is based entirely on questions of fact. Moreover, as the Report 
of the Commissioners says, the facts are very much in dispute ; 
the witnesses of each side disagree with those on the other side 
as to the material events and the order of their occurrence ; and, 
moreover, the discrepancies between different witnesses on the 
same side are so great as to render it very difficult to rely upon 
their accounts. This is not surprising; the excitements and 
hazards of a collision involving a terrible loss of life must create 
a mental state of nightmare in all who take part in the tragedy, 
and gravely distort their vision of its sequences. Hence the Com- 
mission preferred to rely on the circumstantial evidence derived 
from the facts recorded in log-books and otherwise as to weather 
conditions, courses, and distances. The conclusion to which Lord 
Mers&y has come is that the probabilities of the case show a 
mistake on the part of The Storstad ; she was navigating at undue 
speed in view of the fog and of the fact that The Empress of Ireland 
was coming in the opposite direction ; the officer in charge failed 
to appreciate the dang-r and omitted to call the captain ; and 
the helm was ported, instead of star-boarded, at the critical 
moment. As to all this, no layman can express an opinion. 
But one point in Lord Mexsey’s report is worth noting ; he holds 
that the aceident was in no way due to the fact that the vessels 
were in the Saint Lawrence, but might under the same circum- 
stances have happened equally in the Thames or the Mersey. 


Income Tax on Investments Abroad. 


THE CONSIDERATION of the Finance Bill in the House of 
Commons this week has raised some important questions. 
Clause 5 proposes to extend the taxation of income from colonial 
and foreign property. Under the Income Tax Act, 142, 
s. 100, duty in respect of Indian, colonial and foreign 
“ securities” (case 4) and ‘ poszessions” (case 5) is charged on 
the amount of the income received in Great Britain in the current 
year. It is now proposed that “income tax in respect of income 
arising from securities, stocks, shares, or rents in any place out 
of the United Kingdom shall be computed on the full 
amount of the income, whether the income has been or will be 
received in the United Kingdom or not,” subject to the usual 
deductions and allowances, and also subject to deduction on 
account of any annual interest or any annuity payable out of 
income to a person not resident in the United Kingdom. The 
obvious objection is that income earned and retained abroad is 
the proper subject for taxation in the country where it arises, and 
the existing law is framed on this view; on the other hand, 
the fact that income is not required to be brought over here 
marks out its owner as a perso: of wealth who can afford to 
assist the Treasury in its difficulties. In other words, people who 
are in a position to let their income “roll up” abroad are not, 
on that ground, to be excused from their proper contribution 
to the burdens of their own country. This argument appears 
theoretically sound, though, as in all matters of taxation, there 
may be hard cases, and, as the Attorney-General admitted, 
there may be special difficulties in ascertaining the income which 
does not come to this country. The clause has been adopted, 
though, with a view to exempting temporary residents in this 
country, a proviso has been added that the section shall not apply 
in the case of persons who are domiciled outside the United 
Kingdom. 





Income of Husband and Wife. 

A NEW clause has been added to the Finance Bill—the 
necessary resolution in Committee of Ways and Means having 
been first passed—providing “that income tax (including super. 
tax) shall be assessed, charged, and rec vered oa the income of 
the husband and on the income of the wife as if they were not 
married, and all the provisions of the Income Tax Acts with 
respect to the assessment, charge, and recovery of income-tax 
(including supertax) and the pemalticvs for failure to make a 
return shall apply as if they were not married.” This, at least, 
is the first paragraph, and standing alone it seems to go the 
whole way of separating the incomes of husband and wife for 
the purpose of income tax. But in fact it stops very far short 
.f this, and is rea'ly only designed to enable husband and wife 
to make separate returns and be assessed and to pay separately. It 
does not repeal the present arrangement that the two incomes are 
lumped together for the purpose of abatement. This follows 
from section 45 of the Income Tax Act, 1842, under which the 
“profits” of any married woman living with her husband are to 
be deemed the profits of the husband and charged in the name 
of the husband; and it is in effect affirmed by a later 
paragraph of the new clause which provides that the 
income of the husband and wife is to be treated as one in estimat- 
ing the amount to be repaid or allowed in respect of any 
exemption or abatement which depends on total income ; and 
also—though this is of less importance for most people—the 
income of husband and wife is to be treated as one for the pur 
pose of supertax. Thus, as Mr. CassEL pointed out, the only 
grievance that the clause meets is in connection with the collection 
and recovery of income tax ; no husband in future need go to 
prison, like Mr. WiLks, because his wife will not tell him what 
her income is; but no pecuniary relief is granted. Whether, 
indeed, the change should go further and separate the incomes 
for all purposes is a debatable question. Mr. Cassel strongly 
pressed for this, but the Chancellor of the Exchequer resisted it, 
partly on the ground that the two incomes are, in fact, a single 
joint income, and partly on the ground of the loss to the revenue 
which would result. This he estimated at £2,000,000. I'he 
subject is a difficult one, and will doubtless receive further dis 
cussion in the future. For the present it is, perhaps, sufficient 
that the incomes are separated for the purpose of assessment and 
collectioa of duty. 


The Increase in the Death Duties. 


THE DISCUSSION on clause 9, which increases the rate of 
estate duty on estates exceeding £60,000, raised the question 
of the general expediency of this form of taxation, and also 
pointed out some inconveniences resulting from the scale of 
percentages. As to the latter point the viffieulty seems to be 
inherent in any scheme of graduat on meant for practical life. 
When the estate is just over £60,000, it will pay £8 per cent, 
and when just under, 7 per cent., so that there is a jump in 
duty of £600, and where an estats is a little over £60,000 it 
would pay to abandon the excess to the Treasury and get off 
with 7 per cent. ; but the Treasury would decline the gift and 
take its 8 per cent. One member with a mathematical mind 
offered to present the Chancellor of the Exchequer with a 
formula—workable by a schoolboy—from which a curve could 
be constructed nicely graduated to all cases ; but this is not for 
practical life, though Mr. LLoyp GkorGE undertook to present 
an amendment altering the scale so as to diminish the incon- 
venience. We have on a former occasion adverted to the more 
general question whether the system of death duties, with its 
enormous inroads on capital, is economically sound, and Mr. 
Batrour pressed the Chancellor of the Kxciequer to take 
this matter into consideration. Hitherto the easy yield from 
the death duties appear to have been too attractive for tue 
ultimate effect of this form of taxation to have teen very carefully 
examined. Mr. Litoyp Gerorce’s reply is that if £30,000,000 
has to be raised the effect on the general resources of the country 
is the same whether it is raised out of capital or income, though 
he does not appear to put this forward as more than an 
arguable propositioa, and there for the present we may leave 
the matter. 
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—_ 
The Abolition of Settlement Estate Duty, 

Tae CLAUSE in the Finance Bill most open to attack is 
undoubtedly clause 10, which abolishes the relief from estate 
duty given to settled property in retuen for the payment of 
settlement estate duty. The scheme of section 5 of the Finance 
Act, 1894, was that settled property should pay an extra duty 
immediately in order to be freed from further payment as long 
as the settlement lasted. It is, of course, quite permissible for 
Parliament to put an end to this arrangement as regards future 
settlements, and, so far as clause 10 does this, no objection, in 
p iociple, can ba taken to it. The policy of the Act of 1894 on 
this point may have been right or wrong, but it isa policy which 
ean be reversed. As regards existing settlements, however, the 
question is different. The settlement estate duty has been pid 
in order to se-ure a certain advantage. The Finance Bill pro- 
poses to put an end to that advantage, but there is no immediate 
offer to return the money paid. This is, indeed, to be set off 
ultimately against estate duty, and we gather that for sone 
period —we are not clear what the period is—interest is to be 
allowed on it. But an arrangement under which the Treasury 
puts an end to an exemption for which it has been paid, ani 
only offers to return the money at some future date, does not 
appear to be defensible. We do not know that the matter is 
advance by speaking of a contract. Strictly, of course, there is 
no contract between taxpayer and Legislature, and if there was, 
we suppose the Legislature could break it. The question is 
whether it is worth while, for the sake of securing a slight 
increase of revenue, to do what appears to be unfair. It must 
be remembered that settlement estate duty has been paid to the 
prejudice of the tenant for life, who lozes the interest of it. We 
do not gather that Mr. Ltoyp GrorGE proposes to make this 
good during the life of the tenant for life, though it is apparently 
to go to his estate after his death. 


Leave to Presume Death. 

A CORRESPONDENT asks us to explain why, as suggested in 
our comments on the case of Re Lawrence Irving,s Estate, a fortnight 
ago, it should be a material factor, in motions asking leave to 
se death, that the subject of the motion is not insured. 

6 pointed out that in Pohy’s case (1913, P.6) Mr. Justice 
BaRGRAVE DEANE laid down a rule of pract‘ce in connection 
with such motions. Where husband and wife are killed together 
in circumstances which leave no doubt of their identity and no 
reasonable grounds for presuming that either survived the other, 
the learned judge said it was the duty of executors or adminis 
trators to swear an affidavit of death and non-survivorship in the 
principal registry and obtain a grant of probate from the 
registrar : they ought not to in -ur the costs of a motion in court, 
as had formerly been the practice: see Re Benyon, deceased 
(1901, P. 141). But where any circumstance created a difficulty, 
the registrar should refer the matter to the court to be dealt 
with on motion. We suggested that the question whether or 
not the deceased was insured is a matter that should affect the 
registrar in s> deciding. To this our correspondent takes 
exception, on the ground that the policy money would ba added 
lo the estate and would be disposed of exactly in the same 
Way as the rest of the estate; so that the fact of 
Insurance would be irrelevant. But the relevancy of insurance 
or non-insurance does not depend upon its effect on the rights of 
the beneficiaries ; it depends on the existence of an adverse 
interest, that of the insurance company, opposed to the granting 
of leave to presume death. In cases of this kind; ¢ 4., in Lawrence 
Irving's case; there is no positive and certain knowledge of the 
death ; it is a matter of inference based on (1) the disappearance in 
circumstances pointing to grave danger, and sometimes, in addi- 
tion, (2) the discovery of a bcdy identified as that of the deceased. 
Where the supposititious deceased is insured it would not, in our 
opinion, be right for the registrar to act on such evidence to the 
Prejudice of the insurance company ; he should refer the matter 
to the judge. The same course should be followed, we think, 
when either the body has not been discovered, or its identification 
$a matter of circumstantial evidence. In Laurence Irving's 
fase, We may add, where the deceased made his wife his universal 
legatee, administration cum festamento annezo is not a mere idle 





formula, since the general directions of the will (as regards pay- 
ment of debts and testamentary expenses, for example) would 
still be effective notwithstanding the intestacy due to the lapse of 
the wi‘e’s legacy owing t> her non-survivorship of the testator. 


Winding-up Orders. 


IN A letter which we print elsewhere Mr. E. T. HARGRAVEs calls 
atténtion to the fact that section 141 of the Companies Act, 
1908, does not appear to have been referred to in the recent 
decision of AstBuRY, J., in Hast Kent Colliery Co. (Limited) (Times, 
15th inst.), but is it clear that that section is conclusive of the 
matter? The ordinary rule is that a creditor of a company who 
cannot get paid is entitled ex dvbito justitiv to a winding-up order : 
Bowes v. Hope, &c., Guarantee Co, (11 H. L. C., p. 402), Re Western 
of Cmad, &e., Co. (AT Eq., p. 6); though an exception was admitted 
where there were no assets available for distribution, and hence 
the doctrine arose that a creditor could not have a winding-up 
order where the whole of the a-sets were covered by debentures 
exceeling their value: L’e St Thoms’ Dock Co. (2 Ch. D. 116), 
Re Chapel House Colliery Co, (24 Ch. D. 259). But the modern 
prevalence of debentures induced a revolt against this exception, 
and the view prevailed that a creditor was entitled to his order, 
with the consequent inquiry into the affairs of the company, even 
though the debenture-holders might waik off with all the assets : 
Re Krasnapolsty Restaurant Co. (1822, 3 Ch. 174), Re Alfred Melson 
and Co. (Limited) (1906, 1 Ch. 841), and see Le Chie (Limit d) 
(1905, 2 Ch. 345). This tendency was affirmed by Re Crigglesto.e 
Coal Company (1906, 2 Ch. 327), though to some extent both 
that case and Le Alfred Melson & Co. may be supported on the 
ground that there was a chance of somet‘ing being left for the 
unsecured creditors. Then came section 141 of the Act 
of 1908, to which our correspondent refers, which adopted 
the new rule ard enacted expressly that the court should not 
refuse to make a winding-up order on the ground only that the 
assets were over-mortgaged or that there were no assets; and 
this was certainly relevant to the present case, assuming — though 
this does not expressly appear—that the debontures swallowed 
up the assets. At the same time, even where an unsecured 
ereditor, standing alone, might be entitled to an order, the court 
must, under section 145 of the Act, have regard to the wishes of 
the other creditors, and, in fact this section seems to have been 
the one on which the learned judge acted. 


Accidents in Unregistered Ships. 

A curtousS point came before the Court of Appeal in Mortimer 
v. Ernest Wisher (Times, June 16th). A vessel called The Girl's Own, 
of thirty-five tons burden and used for fishing purposes off the 
Suffolk coast, was sold in March of last year to a Norwegian 
owner. Formerly her owners had been British subjects and she 
had been registered as a British ship. As the result of the sale, 
however, her registration was duly cancelled on the 8th of March, 
as required by the Merchant Shipping Acts when the sixty-four 
shares into which every British ship is by law divided pass into 
foreign hands. Ten days later the ship proceeded to sea to be 
delivered to her Norwegian owners, She was lost during the 
voyage, and the dependants of a drowned seaman made a claim 
for statutory compensation against the managing owner, who 
resided in the Unitel Kingdom. This claim was allowed by the 
county court judge, but disallowed in the Court of Appeal. 
The point at issue is simply this: Section 7 of the Workmen’s 
Compensation Act, 1906, applies that Act to masters, seamen, and 
apprentices in the sea service (subject to certain conditions and 
exceptions) who are members of the crew of either (1) any ship 
registered in the United Kingdom, or (2) “any other British 


ship or vessel of which the owner or manager . 
resides or has his principal place of business in the 
United Kingdom.” Now, the drowned sailor did not 


come under the first head, since the vessel had ceased to be 
registered before the accident occurred. It is immaterial whether 
or not his contract of service was entered into prior to the 
cancellation of the registration, since the right to compensation is 
not an incident of the contract of service, but an independent 
statutory obligation arising out of the relationsbip at the date when 
the accident oceurs : Tomalin v. 8. Pearson & Sons (Limi'ed) (1909, 
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2 K. B. 61). But it would certainly seem, at first sight, that the | ments, and transact the business before them with due regard 
The later sittings of the 


deceased came under the second class, i.¢., was employed in “ any 
other British ship” whose owner or manager resides or carries on 
business in the United Kingdom ; for the ship had apparently not 
changed her flag. But here a subtlety arises. The meaning 
of the two alternatives in section 7, said the Court of 
\ppeal, is that (1) applies to ships capable of registration 
under the Merchant Shipping Acts, 7.¢., ships exceeding fifteen 
tons burden (Merchant Shipping Act, 1894, s. 3 (1)), 
whereas (2) applies to ships incapable of registration because 
they do not exceed fifteen tons. Now The Girl's Own was thirty- 
five tons in burden, and therefore capable of registration. 
Consequently she does not come within clause (2), and it is 
immaterial where her owner resides. Being a _ registrable 
ship, which, in fact, had ceased to be registered because it had 
passed into foreign hands, 7/e Girl’s Own had not such s/atus as 
would entitle her crew to the protection of the Workmen’s Com- 
pensation Act, 1906, 


False Imprisonment. 

Tar Howse of Lords has just followed, in Jlerd v. Weardal. 

el Co. (Limited) (Times, 1st inst.), the principle applied 
four years ago by the Judicial Committee of the Privy Council 
in Jiohinson v. Balmain New Ferry Co. (1910, A. C. 295.) In the 
Privy Council case the defendant company owned a pier giving 
access to a ferry ; they made acharge of one penny to all persons 
entering and also to all persons leaving the pier. The plaintiff paid 
his penny and entered on the pier with the intention of going by 
the ferry boat, but for some reason changed his mind. The 
manager then refused to let him leave the pier without paying 
the second penny legally demandable. In a suit for false 
imprisonment, instituted by the plaintiff, the Privy Council held 
that by entering the pier he had assented to the conditions 
governing the user of that pier by passengers, and therefore had 
impliedly contracted out of his common law right to leave the 
company’s premises as and when he pleased. Another way of 
putting the same point is to say that by his contract he got a 
licence to enter on the pier, and in return gave the owners an 
implied licence to refuse him egress until he had satisfied the con- 
ditions of the eontract. The principle seems a somewhat 
dangerous one, but it certainly appears to govern the recent 
case of Ilerd y. MW eardale (supra). Uere a miner on an under- 
ground shift refused to do work which he alleged to be 
unsafe, and demanded access to the cage of the upeast shaft in 
order to leave the mine. ‘The company’s servants refused him 
this access until the next shift went up some twenty minutes later, 
and he sued for false imprisonment. ‘The House of Lords refused 
to hold that the miner, or any invitee who visits one’s premises, has 
a right to insist upon being immediately granted facilities to 
leave the moment he wishes to do so; he must conform with the 
implied conditions contained in the contract or invitation which 
sives him a licence to use the mine; in other words, he eannot 
insist on receiving other than the customary facilities for leaving 
A miner's rights are not really strengthened by the fast that the 
Coal Mines Regulations Act of 1887 imposes on the owners the 
duty‘of providing facilities for leaving the mine and of keeping 
them always available for use ; this does not mean that anyone 
who wants to use them shall be at all times entitled as of right 
to do so. While following the Privy Council case, however, the 
lord Chancellor intimated that in cases like the present, the 
Legislature might pethaps deem it necessary to alter the law by 
statute. , 


Bills. 


WE UNDERSTAND that, although the number of private Bills 
brought before committees during the present session has wholly 
failed to satisfy the reasonable expectations of agents and counsel, 
yet the progress of business is comparatively slow, inasmuch as of 
recent years the committees of the House of Commons seldom 
sit more than three days a week. This change in procedure is 
owing to the readjustment of the sittings of the House, and the 
eagerness of members to take the earliest opportunity of 
escaping from London for the week-end holidays. Committees 
of the House of Lords are not subject to these modern arrange- 


Committees on Private 





to the convenience of practitioners. 
committees and the earlier date of the legal vacations are illus. 
trated by the fact that, even after the Judicature Acts, Mr. 
Samvev Pore had time, when his business in the Lobby had been 
fully completed, to join the Northern Circuit which was still 
sitting. The work of a Parliamentary counsel is frequently 
laborious, and seldom of a lively and entertaining character. The 
labour becomes more irksome if it. is dragged on into the hot 
days of July and August. The tired advocate must console him- 
self with the thought that his remun2ration is still higher than 
that in any other department of the profession. 








The Filling Up of Casual Vacancies 


Among Dirirectors. 


AN important decision as to the regularity of acts done by 
directors has been given in Ohaanel Collieries Trust (Limited) and 
Others vy. Dover, &e., Light Railway Co. (Times, 10th inst.), on 
appeal from Saraant, J. (1914, 1 Ch. 568). The short iacts 
were that the prescribed number of directors of the defendant 
company were three, and just before the retirements which 
caused the present question these were Lord Cowpray, Sir Jot 
JACKSON, and Sir Winttam CrunpaLL. Each held twenty-tive 
shares of £10 each. There were four other members of the 
company, each holding, it seems, one £10 share. In April, 1913, 
Lord Cowpray and Sir WILLIAM CRUNDALL ceased to be 
directors, and executed transfers of their shares to the plaintiff 
company. In August the plaintiff company executed transfers 
to the plaintiffs Swuirn and Brown, but these, though duly 
tendered, had not yet been passed by the defendant company. 
In July, 1913, Sir Jonn JACKSON, the remaining director, 
purported to appoint Mr, Joun Prorritr and Mr. ARTiHvuR 
JACKSON fo be directors. At that time ProrritT held ove 
share, but ArtHuUR Jackson held no share. Apparently, 
twenty-five shares were required for a director’s qualification, 
and later on at the same meeting the three de facto directors pur- 
ported to allot to Prorrirr twenty four shares and to ARTHUR 
JACKSON twenty-five shares. Thereon arose two questions: 
first, whether Sir JouNn JACKSON could fill up the vacancies on 
the board, although at the time he was the sole director ; and 
then, whether the allotment of shares to ProrFitt and Arriur 
JACKSON was effectual. 

The defendant company was one to which the Companies 
Clauses Act, 1845, applied, and by section 89 it is provided th st, 
inter alia, if any director ceases to be a director, otherwise than 
by tetiring in rotation, the remaining directors—an expression 
which, under section 3, includes the singular—may elect in his 
place some other shareholder, duly qualified, to be a director. 
lt follows trom the scheme of this provision that there need be 
no special number of directors at the time when the appointment 
is made. Section 81 says the number of the directors shall be 
the prescribed number. In the present case it was three. The 
object of saction 89 is to provide for casual vacancies occurring 
among the directors. If, before the vacancies, the number did 
not exceed the minimum, the vacancy or vacancies reduce it 
below the minimum, and the section becomes inoperative if the 
remaining direct rs, whatever their number may be, cannot act. 

The more important question was whether the allotment of 
shares to Prorritr and ARTHUR JACKSON was effectual. Under 
section 85 of the Act of 1845, no person is capable of being 
appointed a director unless he holds the prescribed number of 
shares. Clearly this is a condition precedent to a valid appoint- 
ment of a director, and since Prorritt and ARTHUR JACKSON did 
not hold the necessary shares, their appointment was invalid. 
But it does not follow that acts done by the de facto directors 
were also invalid. This depends on section 99 of the Act, which 
provides that “all acts done by any meeting of the directors 

. shall, notwithstanding it may be afterwards discovered 
that there was some defect in the appointment of any such 
director . . be as valid as if every such person had been 
duly appointed and was qualified to be adirector,” Do the words 
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*« notwithstanding it may be afterwards discovered that there 
was some defect” cover a case like the present 2 If so, the acts 
of the d* facto directors were good, and the shares in question 
were well allotted. 


It seems that the discovery which takes place subsequently to 
appointment, and which reveals the defect in the appointment, 
may be either a discovery of the fact which made the appoint- 
ment bad, or the discovery of the legal result that, in conse- 
quence of the fact, the appointment was bad. In Re Stafford- 
shire Gas Co (66 L. T. 413) it was held by Kexewicu, J., that 
present knowledge of the fact whic made the appointment bad 
was sutlicient to exclude the protection of the section, and such 
knowledge all the directors had in the present case They were 
aware that at the moment when ProrritT and ARTHUR JACKSON 
were appointed, they had not the necessary qualification. But 
to stop the operation of the section at this point seems to 
deprive it of its intended eflicacy. The object is to validate acts 
of the board, and the real requirement is that the dv fuc'o 
directors should act in the bond-fide belief that they. have been 
duly appointed. They may know the fact that makes their 
appointment invalid ; they may not appreciate its legal effect. 
Hence, notwithstanding their knowledge of the fact, they bona 
fide believe themselves to be directors and act as such in this 
belief. In Dawson v. African Consolidated, &e., Co. (1878, 1 Ch. 6) 
and British Asbes'os Co. v. Boyd (1903, 2 Ch. 439), it was con 
sidered that a broad view of this section, and of the equivalent 
provision under the Companies Act, 1862, should be taken, and 
this principle has been adopted both by SARGANT, J, and by the 
Court of Appeal in the present case. The real question, said 
the Master of the Rolls, was whether the parties were or were 
not acting in good faith, As tothis there was no doubt. 
Hence section 99 validated the acts of the directors, and the 
allotment of shares was valid. On both points, therefore, the 
Court of Appeal affirmed the judgment of Sarcant, J., though 
the practical outcome appears to be that a general meeting of 
the company is to be called, if that has not been already done. 








Historical Criticism and the 
Peerage. 


WE live in an age wherein, for good or ill, our most ancient 
institutions pass under the headsman’s axe, or, at best, live a 
troubled life beneath the overhanging sword of Damocles. Our 
cherished convictions, too, in matters of science and history, are 
giving way to the attacks of the sceptic. This is true in the 
history of our legal institutions as well as in other walks of 
scholarship. Legal historians of the twentieth century teach us 
that Magna Carta itself, which since the days of Sir Epwarp 
Coke all lawyers have reverenced as the palladium of British 
liberty, was in reality only a feudal and reactionary document, 
extorted from the King by barons and prelates anxious to secure 
their special privileges against the march of Plantagenet 
democracy. And the researches of the late Professor MAITLAND 
have proved, if we are to accept as correct the opinion of Lord 
PARKER, expressed in Re Barony of Saint Juhn (Times, 9th inst. ), 
that the statute Quia Emptores—upon which rests the fabric of our 
real property law — was not passed in any true Parliament 
at all, but only at an irregular assembly of feudal barons and 
churchmen called together by Epwarp I. in the Easter of 1290. 

Now the case in which Lord PARKER and a majority of the 
Committee of Privileges came to this conclusion is a singularly 
instructive commentary on some aspects of English Constitu- 
tional History, Captain Forester claimed a right to sit in the 
House of Lordsas Baron Saint Joun. He proved to the satisfac- 
tion of the Committee that he was the direct lineal descendant 
and heir of one JoHN LE SAINT JOHN, who received a writ of sum- 
mons to the Acton Burnell Parliament of 1283, and another writ 
of summons to the Parliament of 1299. But no evidence exists 
that he ever sat in either of these Parliaments, and it may be 
taken as settled law--although questioned in this case—that the 
mere receipt of a writ of summons is not enough to make its 








recipient a peer. He must satisfy a second condition as well ; 
he must actually have taken hisseat in pursuance of that writ ; 
and the burden of proof that he has done so is on the claimant 
to the peerage. This burden of proof Captain FORESTER en- 
deavoured to satisfy by shewing that Jonn LE Saint Joun had 
in fact sat in an intermediate Parliament, that of 1290, in which 
4Juia Emptores was passed. This was proved by the pro- 
duction of an extract from the Roll of Parliament, 18 & 19 
Epwarp I. (1289-91), containing a memorancum in which, among 
the names of other peers, occurred that of Joun Le Saint 
Joun, This document upon the Roll of Parliament, also, was in 
form a grant to the King of an aid by his barons and prelates 
assembled, in its own words, “on ple no Parliamento ipsius domina 
regis.” 

So far the evidence seems prety conclusive. And if Captain 
FoRESTER cr an ancestor of his had discovered his claim seventy, 
or forty, or even twenty years jago, he could have successfully 
asserted his claim and obtained his seat. For in 1841, in 1876, 
and in 1892, the Committee of Privileges decided peerage cases 
upon the footing that this Parliament of 1290 was a valid Parlia- 
ment. In 1841 they admitted upon this very ground the claim 
of Lord Hastinas (8 Cl, & F. 144), whose ancestor, JOHN DE 
HASTINGS, had been summoned to, and had sat in, this assembly. 
Again, in 1876, in the Mowbray Peerage case, the Committee 
passed a resolution which proceeded on the basis that this 
assembly was a valid Parliament. And in the /Vuhull Peerage 
case, in 1892, Lord SELBORNE described it as a “regular and 
undoubted Parliament.” It is treated as such, too, in the classic 
authority, on Peerage Law, the Committee of Privilege’s “ Report 
on the Dignity of a Peer,” made in I'he Dymoke 0} Scrivelshy’s case 
1820. When we add that the statute Quia Emptores was the 
enactment of this very assembly, it would seem that its validity 
ought to be undoubted. 

But, unfortunately for Captain Forester, he came into the 
field just twenty years too late. For these twenty years are the 
period of Professor MAITLAND’s researches, which have cast a new 
light on many phases of our constitutional history. Among 
other things they have shewn that the phrase “ /’lenum 

urliamentum” need not mean a “full Parliament” in the 
modern sense-—i.¢., one including knights of the shire and represen- 
tatives of the bargesses. Such “ full Parliaments,” if Marr 
LAND be right, date only from the “ Model Parliament” of 1295. 
Prior to that date so-called ‘full Parliaments” consisted onty of 
the King’s tenants-in-chief (which are assumed in this _theory 
to be the barons and prelates who held the great fiefs). In 
other words, they are only councils of feudal vassa's called to 
gether by the King, their feudal Lord. It follows— as the 
majority of the Committee, whose views were expressed by Lord 
PARKER, expressly held in the present case--that nowadays no 
claim to a peerage can be successfully rested on a writ of 
summons and a seat in any Parliament prior to the “ Model 
Parliament” of 1295. It is true that ,many precedents to the 
contrary exist. Again and again claims based on summonses to 
earlier “Parliaments” have been admitted; but the House of 
Lords, said Lord Parker, is never bound by its own precedents 
in peerage cases, It listens to the results of the most recent 
historical learning, and bases its decisions accordingly. 

The history of the peerage, as expounded in the “ I -port on the 
Dignity of a Peer,” just mentioned, disclos sac vious evolution. 
It has undergone three stages—Barony by Tenure, Barony by 
Writ of Summons, and Barony by Letters Patent. In Norman 
times a “ baron” wa3 a tenant-in-chief of the Crown who held 
“barony ”—that is, the lordship—over six manors. In Scotland 
“barony” is still the name for a “manor”; the lesser sub- 
division never existed north of the Tweed. But in Plantagenet 
times, after the confusion of STRPREN and MALTILDA’s baronial 
wars, “ barony by tenure” went out of fashion; and it is no 
longer recognized as the basis of a claim to sit in the House of 
Lords. In 1820 the Dymoke of Scrivelsby provid his possession 
of an ancient “barony,” but the House of Lords refused to let 
him take his seat. The writ of summons, issued by the Chan- 
cellor direct to a “ Baron Major,” conferred membership of the 
peerage. The “Barons Minor” were summoned by the 
sheriff to choose representatives only, and no longer sat in the 
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feudal assembly. Then the Tudor sovereigns started an inno- 
vation ; they granted peerages by “ Letters Patent,” in the nature 
of a grant coupled with an entail; and this, of course, is the 
modern way of conferring a peerage. 

The House of Lords, it would seem, has now accepted the view 
that, prior to 1295, when knights of the shire and burgesses 
were first summoned to send theit representatives to Parliament, 
there existed no true Parliament in England. But it is right 
to say that much modern research refuses to accept this view, and 
leans rather to that enunciated in the “Report on the Dignity 
of a Peer.” According to this theory, the later Parliaments 
were evolved naturally out of the feudal assemblies of tenants- 
in-chief which are called “ Parliaments” in the earlier rolls. These 
tenants-in-chief consisted of «// persons or corporations who held 
one or more manors directly of ths Crown ; for, of course, many 
manors were held by a sub vassal from some tenant-in-chief. Such 
persons or corporations, then, consisted of (1) the Earls and 
Barons, (2) the “ Lesser Barons ” or Jords of the Manor, (3) the 
Cathedral Chapters and Monasteries, who had manorial rights 
and jurisdiction over their own estates, and were represented 
in Parliament by their tishops or Abbots, and (4) the “Com 
munes” or “Free Cities,” which were part of the King’s own 
demesne, and had purchase] from him the “ Firma Burgensis,” or 
manorial rights over their own -‘orporate lands. These 
commoners were necessarily represented in the Feudal Assembly 
hy representatives, and hence their corporate names do not 
appear in the earlier rolls; the names of the representatives 
probably do appear, but cannot be di-tinguished from those of 
the barons. If this theory be correct, all that happened at the 
Model Parliament of 1295 was that the sheriffs were directed 
to summon the “ Lesser Barons” and the “Communes” to send 
representatives, knights of the shire and burgesses respectively, 
on a more definite scheme than formerly. The House of 
Commons, according to this view, dves not mean the House of 
the third, or “Commons,” estate ; that is an invention of Sir 
Epwarp CoxkeE ; but the “ House of Communes.” Coke's theory 
is certainly a plausible explanation of the origin of Parliament ; 
but against it is the weighty authority of Bishop Stupps and 
Professor MAITLAND, whose views have now received the 
approval of Lord PARKER—himself no mean authority—and the 
House of Lords. , 


Correspondence. 
Winding-Up Orders. 


[ To the Kditor of the Solicitors’ Journal and We kly Report Yr.) 


Str,—From the report in the Times of today, Re Hust Kent 
Colliery Co. (Limited), it would appear that Astst RY, J’s., atten 
tion was not called to section 141 of the Companies Consolidation 
Act, 1908. Why the section was not cited is inexplicable to me, 
as the exact point of the section has been given the go-by. 

10, Coleman-street, London, E.C., July 15. EE. T. HarGRaAveEs. 

[We doubt whether section 141 was overlooked. See observations 
under “ Current Topics.”—Ep. S./.] 


Reviews. 
Gambling. 


Tare Law or Gametinc. By Warp Cotpripnee, K.C., and Cyrit 
Hawksrorv, Barristers-at-Law. Seconp Epirion. Stevens & 
Sons (Limited). 8s. 6d 
Jetting, gambling, and games of chance seem to exercise a 

fascination for those members of the bar who set out to write 

treatises on the law. Certainly there is a very large number of books 
upon this subject when one considers its relative unimportance in 
actual practice. Perhaps the hazards of the gambler appeal to 
members of a profession famons chiefly for its “ glorious uncertainty ” 

indeed, in the Wealth of Nations Adam Smith explains the great 
prizes which go to the leaders of the bar on the ground that the legal 
profession is a “fair lottery,” as he quaintly words it, in which the 
blanks drawn by ninety-nine in a hundred must be counterbalanced 
by great prizes for a few in order to induce p>rsons to enter upon it 
at all. However that may be, there has been a swarm of books on 





gaming and wagering contracts ever since the Court of Appeal in 
Hyams v. Stuart King (1908, 2 K. B. 696) invented that ingenious 
doctrine of “ new consideration ” which has restored betting actions 
to the courts from which a series of Gaming Acts had banished them. 
This case and all other recent decisions extending, limiting or inter 
preting it, will be found well explained in Mr. Ward Coldridge’s 
book. The work is divided into two parts, the first of which deals 
with civil proceedings and the second with criminal law. A specially 
useful portion of the book is Chapter V., elucidating the puzzling 
problem which baffles so many students-and practitioners—ramely 
the position of gaming securities under the statutes of 9 Anne 
c. 1Y, and 5 & 6 Will. 4, ¢. 41. 


Books of the Week. 


Directors.—The Director's Handbook. A Guide for Directors 
of Joint Stock Companies. By W. H. Benrens, Solicitor. Odhams 
(Limited). 7s. 6d. net. 

The Lancaster Chancery Court.—The Jurisdiction and 
Practice of the Chancery of the County Palatine of Lancaster. By 
Joun Bennett, M.A., Barrister-at-Law. Sherratt & Hughes, 
Manchester. 

Jurisprudence.—The Law Quarterly Review. Edited by Sit 
FrepertckK Pettock, Bart., D.C.L., LL.D. July, 1914. Stevens & 
Sons (Limited). 5s. net. 


CASES OF THE WEEK. 
Court of Appeal. ! 


Re LAW GUARANTEE TRUST AND ACCIDENT SOCIETY (LIM.). 
No. 2. 2th, 26th, 27th and 28th May ; 29th Jan». 
CompaNy—WINDING Up—ScHeMe OF ARRANGEMENT—GUARANTEE POLICY 

Contract THEREIN TO Pay THE AMOUNT OF PRINCIPAL AND INTEREST 

Due on MortGacGe on Derautt of MortTGAGOR—RE-INSURANCE 

LiaBiLity oF Re-iInsuRING COMPANY. 

Tn 1900 @ guarantee socie:y guaranteed the debentures of a company, 
and contracted with an insurance company for a re-insurance “‘ to the 
extent of £5,000, being two-elevenths of the risk insured.”’ The busine 
of the company was unsuccessful, and in September, 1909, the guarante: 
society ente red into possession Of ifs prope rly and assets. In December. 
1909, the guarante society went into voluntary liquidation, which sub 
sequently was continued under the supervision of the court. 
scheme oT arrange ment was sanctioned, and by it the imsurance com 
pany ag ved co be bound. withthe result that the y were not to be liabhi 
to pay their proportion of any claims in respect of risks re-insured until 
the guarantee society had made a payment under the scheme. In 1910 
the quarantee society realized the assets of the business, and as ther 
was a deficiency for ‘which the debenture-holders proved in the liquida 
tion of the quarantes soculy, the liquidator of the guarantee society 
made a elu m for this de fic ney on the insurance com pany. 

Held, ghat whether the contract of re-insurance was to be regarded 
as one of quarantee or indemnity, the liquidator’s claim must succeed, 
and the re insurina company must pay the full amount. Ae cordingly 
the order of Neville, J., appealed from ‘was discharged, and a declara 
tion made that the re-insuring company was liable to the liquidator to 
the extent of <wo-elevenths of the deficiency remaining after applying 
the proceeds of the mortgage property towards the payment of the 
dehenture debts. 

Decision of Neville, J. (1913, 2 Ch. 604), reversed. 

The liquidators of the Law Guarantee Trust and Accident Society 
(Limited) appealed from an order made by Neville, J. (1913, 2-Ch. 604), 
and from a consequential order made by Warrington, J. (1914, 
W. N. 117). The society was incorporated in 1888, and a large part of its 
business consisted in the issuing of guarantees of mortgage and deben 
ture loans. In cases where the society guaranteed an issue of deben 
tures the guarantee was evidenced by an agreement added to the 
debentures signed by or on behalf of the society, and the society was 
appointed trustees for the debenture-holders in the trust deed by which 
the mortgagor company charged to the society the property and the 
assets as security for the debentures, and the society guaranteed the 
payment of the principal and interest if and whenever the mortgagor 
company made default in payment of either principal or interest. It 
was the custom of the society, when guaranteeing such a risk, to re-insure 
a portion thereof with some one or more companies doing re-insurance 
business of this kind. One of these companies was the Liverpool Mort 
gage Insurance Co. (Limited). In 1900 the society guaranteed in 
this manner the debenture issue of 275 debentures of £100 each at 
4! per cent. interest of Sands, Wilson & Co. (1900) (Limited), and 
re-issued this risk in part with a Liverpool company, who issued to 
the society a re-insurance policy by which they guaranteed the society 
“to the extent of £5,000, being two-elevenths of the risk insured.”’ In 
September, 1909, the debentures became enforceable, and the society 
entered into possession of the property of Sands, Wilson & Co, under 
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the powers contained in the trust deed. On the 13th of December, 1909, 
au extraordinary resolution was passed for voluntarily winding-up the 
society, a supervision order was made, and eventually a scheme of 
arrangement was sanctioned by the court on the 28th of July, 1910, 
whereby payment of all claims was postponed until 1918, but payment 
of interest until that date upon all claims proved and admitted was 
provided for. The Liverpool company elected to be bound by the 
scheme. In 1910 the society proceeded to realize the property and 
assets forming the security of the debenture issued by Sands, Wilson & 
Co., and, after applying the proceeds in accordance with the deed, there 
remained a deficiency of 24,988 6s. 1ld., for which the debenture- 
holders proved in the liquidation of the society, and their proofs were 


admitted. The liquidators claimed for this deficiency on the 
re-insuring companies, and the question arose as to the nature “and extent 
of the liability of the re-insuring companies. The risk of the Liverpool 


‘ pn was treated as a representative case, and a summons was taken 
out in the society's liquidation for a declaration that payment in full 
by the society of liabilities or risks incurred on policies or guarantees 
was not a condition precedent to the liability of the Liverpool com 
pany on re-insurance by them of the same risks, and that such liability 

vas not limited by or * proportional to the amount of the dividend paid 
or to be paid by the society to the persons entitled to such policies or 
yuarantees. The Liverpool company contended that the re-insurance 
policy was merely a contract to indemnify the society to the agreed 
extent, or, in other words, to repay the society two-elevenths of the 
actual sums which should be paid by the society to the debenture 
holders after such sums had been actually paid. The liquidators con 
tended that the Liverpool company was liable to pay them in the full 
proportion of the claim made, and that the payment in full by the 
society was not a condition to such liability of the re-insuring companies. 
Neville, J., held that the society's contract with the debenture-holders, 
though it might be called a policy of insurance, was merely a contract 
of suretyship, and that the Liverpool company’s contract to re-insure 
the policy was merely a contract of indemnity. Therefore, as under 
the scheme the debenture-holders would receive less than 20s. in the £ 
the Liverpool company, as re-insurer, was only liable to pay to the society 
the amount which the Jatter paid in the liquidation to the debenture 
holders. He therefore declared that the beneficial interest of the socie ty 
in the contract of the Liverpool company was limited to two-elevenths 
of the interest paid under the liquidation scheme and two-elevenths of 
the ultimate dividend. The liquidators appealed. 

Tue Covert (Buckiey and Kennepy, L.JJ., and Scrurtron, J.), after 
consideration, held that, whether the contract was regarded as one of 
insurance or indemnity, the contention put forward by the liquidators 
was right. The order appealed from was accordingly discharged, and a 
declaration made that the Liverpool company was liable to the liqui 
dators to the extent of two-elevenths of the deficiency remaining after 
applying the proceeds of the mortgage property towards payment of the 
debenture debts Appeal allowetl with costs.—Counset, for the 
appellent society, Younger, K.C., Maugham, K.C., and W. A. Greene; 
for the Liverpool company, Vomlin, K.C., and Deighton Pollock. 
Soricrtors, Frere, Cholmeley. & Co.; Sharpe, Pritchard, & Co., for 
i/sop, Stevens, Crooks & Co.. Liverpool. 

(Reported by Exsxine Rep, Barrister-at-Law.] 


NASH v. OWNERS OF “8.8. RANGATIRA.” No. 1. 26th June. 


WorKMEN’S CoMPENSATION—ACCIDENT ARISING OvuT oF EMPLOYMENT 
SeamMAN RetuRNING ON BoarRp Sue Drunk FALLS FROM GANGWAY 
No Spectan Risk To a Soper Person—WorKMAN’s COMPENSATION 
Act, (6 Ep. 7, c. 58), s. 1 (1). 

1 sailor on shore with leave returned to his ship at night moan 
ntoxicated condition, but able to walk, though unsteadily While 
nounting the qangway placed by the side of the ship, he let ao th 
rope, overbalanced himself, fell on to the quay below, and was killed 

Held (Pickford, L.J., dissenting), that the accident did not arise out 
/ the employment 


Appeal by the employers from an award in favour of the dependants 
of a deceased seaman made by the county court judge at Brentford. 
rhe facts are sufficiently stated in the above headnote and the judg 
nent of the Master of the Rolls, but it may be added that the vessel 
as moored against the quay, and the gangway alongside was a solid 
step gangway, with two ropes on each side, steady and well lighted, and 
constantly used both by passengers and crew. 

Tue Court, by a majority, allowed the appeal. 

Cozens-Harpy, M.R.—This is an appeal by the employers against 
i award of the county court judge in favour of a seaman’s depen 
dlants, and raises an important question. The seaman was at Sydney, 
ind had gone ashore with leave. The mode of access to his vessel 
vas by a gangway perfectly well constructed and lighted, and used 
by all who went on board, including women passengers. It was im 
possible to suggest that it involved any serious risk to a sober person 
The sailor returned between 11 and 12 p.m. We have what is unusual 
in these cases, the evidence of a witness who actually saw the accident 
happen. He saw Nash walking along the quay unsteadily. He began 
io mount the gangway, and when partly up, for some reason let go 
of one of the ropes he was holding, overbalanced himself, fell on the 
quay, and was killed. The learned judge finds that Nash was so | 
much under the influence of drink, and so unsteady on his feet, that 
the accident would not have happened but for his being drunk. But 
he goes on to say that there were two concurrent causes a4 
and, but for the fact that he was ascending the gangway, his | 
drunkenness could not have brought about his death. With respect to 


the learned judge who has given an elaborate judgment, that is not 
right. It is not a case where ‘‘ serious and wilful misconduct”? cau 
be relied on by the respondent. To take the section which deals with 
that, and which is difficult to explain on logical grounds, out of the 
Act. and to use it as throwing a light on the general scheme or policy 
of the Act seems to me altogether wrong. I do not desire to repeat 
what I said in Frith v. Owners of s.s. Louisianian (1912, 2K. B. 155). 
I should regret if it were decided that a hope ‘lessly drunken man is 
entitled, having gone to a place where there is a dangerous machitte, 
or other risk, to put his hands on it, and then say that the accident 
arose out of the employment. The case reminds me of Dr. Johnson's 
definition of a ship as a prison with the extra risk of being drowned. 
The case cannot in any way be distinguished from Frith v. Loursiantan 
(supra). The appeal must be allowed. 

Swinren Eapy, L.J., who thought that the only difference betweer 
the present and Frith’s case was that Nash was not perhaps quite se 
drunk as Frith, delivered judgment to the same effect 

Pickrorp, L.J.. regretted that he could not agree with the other 
members of the court. He did not differ fiom the principle laid 
down in Frith’s case, that where the accident was due to drunkenness, 


the exact degree of drunkenness was immaterial. Nash was. suffi 
ently conscious. though drunk, to know what he was doing. Th. 
county court judge had not found that the accident was solely due 
to drunkenness, but that ‘the peril of his employment was increased 
by his being drunk.’ If the man had been engaged up the mast 


while drunk. and had fallen, he thought there could be no doubt that 
the accident would have arisen out of the employment.—CovuNSEL, 
A. Neilson: W yan Wernineke SOLICITORS. Botterell d- Por he - 17: r 
Smith 

[Reported by H. Lanerorp Lewis, Barrister-at-Iaw.] 


HOCKLEY v. WEST LONDON TIMBER & JOINERY CO. (LIM.). 
No. 1. 30th June; Ist July. 


WoRKMEN’S COMPENSATION—SUB-CONTRACTING—COURSE OF PRINCIPAL'S 
TrapeE or Bustness—‘‘ WorK UNDERTAKEN BY THE PRINCIPAL ”’ 
ACCIDENT WHILE STackiInG TIMBER DELIVERED ON PRINCIPAL’S PRE 
MISES—WoORKMEN S COMPENSATION Act, 1906 (Ep. 7, c. 58), s. 4. 

1 workman in the employ of a deal porter, who had contracted to 
unload a cargo of wood from a barge, cart it to the prim ipal’s premise x, 
and there stack if, was injured by accident during the stacking process 
The county court judge held, on the evidence, that the stacking was 
not “work undertaken by the princtpal.’ 

Held, there was evidence upon whi th he could properly so find, and 
that the principal was not liable 


Appeal by the workman from an award of his honour Judge Scully 
at Brentford County Court The respondent company carried on 
business as moulding manufacturers at Strand-on-the-Green, Chiswick. 
They purchased large quantities of timber, which they had stacked 
so as to be seasoned before use. They entered into contracts (1) with 
a barge owner to take delivery of a cargo of wood in the docks and 
bring it up the river by barge to Chiswick, (2) with a deal porterage 
contractor, one Edward Roberts, to unload the wood from the barge, 
cart it to their works, and there unload and stack it properly. The 
appellant was one of the men employed by Roberts, and while engaged 
in stacking the wood upon the respondents’ premises, slipped from 
a plank and severely injured his leg Upon his application for com 
pensation the county court judge held that the respondents were not 
liable, as the work was not ‘* part of any work undertaken by the 
principal,”’ although it was Work done *‘ in the course of the principal's 


trade or business.”’ The workman appealed, and counsel, on his 
behalf, relied on Mulrooney v. Todd (1909, 1 K. B. 165) and Dittmar 

Owners of Ship V. (2 B. W. C. C. 178). There was evidence that 
it was not the custom of moulding manufacturers to undertake the 


stacking of timber purchased by them 

THe Court dismissed the appeal 

Cozens-Harpy, M.R., said the appeal raised a question undei 
section 4 of the Act, which he was disposed to think the most difficult 
section it contained. [Having read the section, his lordship pro 
ceeded :] It had been held by the Court of Appeal, and also in Scotland 
and Ireland, that, notwithstanding the marginal note, the section was 
not strictly limited to sub-contracting. But in each case it was neces 
sary to consider whether the principal contracted ‘‘in the course of 
his trade or business,’’ and whether the work done was part of “‘ any 
vork undertaken by the prin¢ ipal. ’ These were the words of chief 
difficulty. The principals here were moulding manufacturers who 
hought large quantities of wood, which was delivered to their yard 
and there stacked. The appellant was employed by one Roberts, who 
had contracted with the respondents to unload and stack the wood 
delivered at their yard. Undoubtedly an accident happened to the 
appellant arising out of and in the course of his employment by Roberts 
Sut it was said that, though the stacking was done for the purposes 
of the principal’s trade or business, it was not work undertaken by 
the principal. Whatever else might be said of the section, it could 
not be suggested that all work done in the course of the principal’s 





trade or business was also work undertaken by the principal. For 
example, take the case of a mill owner ordering painting to be done 
on his mill Again, did every cotton mill owner ‘‘ undertake ’’ the 
transport of bales of cotton to his mill? Plainly not. There might 


be cases where an accident happened in one step of a process of 
manufacture, where the principal undertook another and later stage, 
but that was not the case here. The court had -had its attention 
called to various authorities, but none of them quite touched the 
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case The learned judge had found as a fact that the work 
the man was doing at the time of the accident was not work under- 
taken by the principal. He thought there was ample evidence to 
support that finding, that the judgment was right, and therefore the 
appeal would be dismissed with costs 


present 


SwinreN Eapy and Pickrorp, L.JJ., delivered judgment to the 
same effect.—CounseL, Douglas Knocker and Edgar 7. Dale; Graham 
Mould. Sotscrrors, Pattinson d& Brewer; Ellis & Co 

[Reported H. Laxnororp Lewis, Barrister-at-Law.] 


High Court—Chancery Division. 


Re VICTORIA (MALAYA) RUBBER ESTATES (LIM.). 
Astbury, J. 30th June. 


Company—Repvction or Capitat—SHares Forreirep Arter Part 
PAYMENT—For™ or MinvtTe—Practice—Power To Treat FORFEITED 
SHARES AS UNISSUED AND As IF NOTHING HAD BEEN Patp THEREON. 

Jt wae provided hy one of the articles of association of a company 
that every share which should be forfeited should thereupon become 
the property of the company, and the directors might sell, re-allot 


terms and in such manner 
reduction of capital 


otherwise dispose of the same upon such 
as they should think fit On a petition foi 

Held that the forfeited shares could be 
nothing paid thereon, althe the sum of £82 7s 
of them 
principl of Re 
s’ Journat, 537 


or 


treated as unissued and with 
ugh 6d. had in fact beer 
pad im Tes pet f 

The 
SULICITOR 


This 


Oceana Development Co. (Limited) (1912, 56 


fied 


“FP 3 
of capital and 


whether 


confirmation of a reduction 


the 


was a petition for 





for approval of a proposed minute, only question being 

forfeited shares on which something had been paid could be treated 
is unissued and with nothing paid thereon The facts were as follows 
Che company was incorporated on the 26th of February, 1910, with a 
capital of £120,000, divided into 1,200,000 shares of 2s. each, of which 
840,000 were issued and 360,000 were unissued Of the 840,000 | 
issued shares, 812,788 were fully paid or credited as fully paid (some | 
of them having been issued as fully paid in pursuance of a filed agree- | 
ment), and 27,212 had been forfeited for non-payment of calls. Of | 
the shares issued as fully paid, 7,000 had been transferred to two 
directors in trust for the company in compromise of an action. On 
the majority of the forfeited shares nothing had been paid; but in | 
respect of 2,272 forfeited shares » sum of £82 7s. 6d., in amounts of | 
6d. or 1s. a share, had been paid In the proposed reduction the 
company, whose articles authorized reduction of capital by spect ty 
resolution, proposed to treat the forfeited shares as if nothing had 
been paid thereon, and as if they were still unissued. Article 30 pro 


vided that every share which shall be forfeited shall thereupon become 


the property of the company, and the directors may sell, re-allot, or 
otherwise dispose of the same upon such terms and in such mannet 
as they shall think fit (compare Table A, Art. 27 Suckley on 
Companies, 9th ed., p. 598 The company duly passed and confirmed 


a special resolution under section 46 of the Companies (Consolidation) 
Act, 1908 (8 Ed. 7, c. 69), resolving That the capital of the 
company be reduced from £120.000. divided into 1,200,000 shares of 
2s. each, to £58,865 18s.. divided into 2,354,636 shares of 6d. each 
and that such reduction be effected : by cancelling 7,000 shares 
of 2s issued fully paid, but have been 
the directors of the company to be held in trust 
by cancelling which has been lost or 
availabie to the extent of 1s. 6d. per 
the remaining 805,788 shares of 2s. each which 
and have not been forfeited, and reducing the 
each of the said shares to 6d.; (c) by subdividing 
unissued shares and each of the 27,212 forfeited 
of 2s. each into four shares of 6d. each. The 
und the proposed reduction did not involve either 
the diminution of any liability in respect of unpaid capital or the 
payment to shareholder of any paid-up capital. The form of 
proposed minute follows: ‘“* The capital of Victoria (Malaya) 
Rubber Estates (Limited Reduced) is £58,865 18s., divided into 
2.354.636 shares of 6d. each, instead of the original capital of £120,000 
divided nto 1,200,000 if 2s. each At the time of the regis 
tration of this minute the sum of 6d. per share is to be deemed paid 
up each of the 805.788 shares numbered. which have 
issued and have not been forfeited, and nothing is to be degmed to 
have been paid up on any of the 108,848 resulting from the 
subdivision of the 27,212 shares which have forfeited, on any 
of the 1,140,000 whicl never been issued. Counsel foi 
the company referred to Bu Companies at p. 598, and con 
that the minute having regard to article 30 and 
decisions in The Trustees, Executora and Securities 
W. N. 154: 5 Manson 356), and Re Oreann 
56 Sori¢irors’ JournaL, 537; 1912, W. N. 


(a) 


which were as since 
transferred to two of 
for the company ; b 
unrepresented by 
upon ot 
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nominal amount of 

each of the 360,000 


shares of the 
was fully proved, 


each, 


capital, 
18 assets, 
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company loss 


any 
was as 


and 
shares 


on been 
shares 


i, been or 


shares have 
kley 
in 
Vorrison v. 
(1898, 
(1912, 


on 
tended was orde r 
to the 
Jnaurance ¢ ory 
Development to 
121 and 138) 
Astpury, J.. after the facts, said: IT think, having regard 
to article 30, I can confirm this reduction and approve this minute 
By so doing I shall be applying the principles laid down in the cases 


ration 


stating 


GEnDEKS v. LONDON COUNTY COUNCIL. Joyce, J. 3rd July. 
Comeutsory PurcHase—Street W1IpENING—CHAPEL—DESTRUCTION OF 
Access—INTERFERENCE WITH MAIN Structure or Buitp1Inc—Ingunc- 


rion—Lanps Cravses Act, 1845 (8 & 9 Vicr. c. 18)—Lonpon County 
Councit (TRAMWAYS AND IMPROVEMENTS) Act, 1913, 2 & 3 Geo. 5, 
c. cv), s. 18. 

1 corporation war empowered by statute to acquire the premises 


scheduled therein, provided that the corporation should not be entitled 


to take or interfere with the main structure of any house, building « 
manufactory The corporation proposed to acquire the forecourt ofu 
chapel, so that the means of access Thereto would be practicall 
destroyed, unless extensive structural alterations were carried out, 

Held, that that amounted to “interference with the main structure 
of the chapel within the meaning of the proviso, and that the corpo: 
tion should be restrained by injunction from proceeding to acquire th: 
pre IAEA 

The London County Council (Tramways and Improvements) Act 
1913, section 18, provided that the Council might, in exercise of th 


powers of that Act, take the parts of the several properties shown in 
the deposited plans and scheduled thereto, or such part thereof as 
they might require, without being required or compellable to purchas« 


any greater part or the whole of such property, provided that th: 
Council should not be entitled to take or interfere with the main 
structure of any house, building, or manufactory. The property con 

prised in the schedule included ** forecourt, walls, gates, and railings 

of the East Hill Baptist Chapel. Pursuant to their powers under the 
Act, the Council served notice to treat upon the trustees of tl: 
chapel, proposing to take the whole of the forecourt of the chapel 
except a strip two feet in width. The result of that would be to 


bring the roadway within a few inches of the flight of stone steps which 
formed the main access to the building, and, in consequence of thi 
steep gradient of the road, at that point, to render access to the chapel 
and school buildings at the rear dangerous and almost impossible. Th 
accordingly declined to treat on the basis of the Council 

on the ground that they would be involved in considerabl 
for structural alterations, and commenced proceedings against 


trustees 
proposal, 
expense 


the Council. The trustees now moved for an injunction to restrain 
the Council from entering on the lands comprised in the notice 
treat and from taking proceedings to obtain possession thereof. It 


vas contended, on behalf of the applicants, that taking away the mean 
of access to the chapel was an ‘interference with the main structu 
of the building’’ within the meaning of the proviso to section 18 
On behalf of the Council it was argued that the proviso prohibited ; 
physical interference with the structure of the building and no more. 

Joyce, J., in the course of his judgment, said that the question was 
the true construction of the proviso contained in section 18 of the Act of 
1913, which presumably was intended to modify the provisions of 
section 92 of the Lands Clauses Act, 1845. There was no doubt that 
the building in this « the chapel, was frequented by the publi 
and it was necessary that there should be access to the building from 
the street on which it abutted. It was proposed to take the forecourt 
practically up to the bottom step, and that would interfere, not only 
with the but would practically take it away, making ‘t 
rous impossible, unless extensive alterations wert 
made in the main building. His lordship was of opinion that th: 
taking and destroying of access to the building, so as to make it im 
possible to use the building for the purpose for which it was intended. 
without extensive alterations, constituted such an interference with the 
main building as was contemplated by the proviso to section 18 of the 
Act. Accordingly an‘ injunction ought to be granted. —Counset, for 
the applicants, Hughes, K.C., and W. M. Spence; for the respondents, 
Tomlin. K.C., and 7’. H. Attwater. Soricrrors, G. & M. Goodman, 
Edward Tanner. 

[Reported by R. ©. Canrtnetoy, Barrister-at-Law.] 


case, 
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Re NORMAN. THACKRAY v. NORMAN. Joyce, J. 


Deep—ConstrucTion—CHaAaRGE ON Reat Estate—‘‘ Diz 
Serstn—CopyHoLtp—UNADMITTED OWNER. 


A. covenanted to annuities, with power of distress, 
entry for the recovery of the same, upon the = estate of which hi 
might die seised. At the time of his death A. was in receipt of the 
rents and profita of certain copyholds of which he had never been 
admitted tenant, but as to which the admitted tenant had declared that 
he stood possessed of the same in trust for . A. and his heirs and assigns 

Held. that A. had not died “‘ seised”’ of the poe premises. 


By an indenture, dated the 30th of May, 1868, C. F. Norma: 
covenanted to pay certain annuities of £100 each, “ it was thereby 
declared that if the payment of the annuities should be in arrear, as 
therein mentioned, it should be lawful for the annuitants or their 
assigns to distrain upon the personal estate of the covenantor, and 
from and after his decease to enter into and distrain upon all or any 
part of the hereditaments and premises and real estate of which 
then he “may have died seised for recovery of the same.’’ The 
covenantor died on the 27th of January, 1913, being possessed at that 
time of real estate, including certain copyhold premises, of which he 
had received the rents and profits, but had never been admitted upon 
the rolls as tenant, but as to which the admitted tenant, one Kensit 
had by deed poll, dated the 22nd of March, 1878, declared that he 
had been and would thenceforth stand possessed of the premises of 


Ist July. 
SEISED ’ 


pay certaim 





cited before me.—CounseL, Gore Brown, K.C., and Cecil W. Turner. 
Sonicitors, Wayo, Elder, & Co 
[Reported by L. M. Mar, Barrister-at-Law. 
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heirs and assigns. A summons having been taken out in a creditor's 
administration action for directions as to the sale of the real estate, 
the question arose whether the copyhold property formed part of the 
real estate of which the covenantor had died seised, and upon which 
the annuities were charged. On behalf of the creditors of the deceased, 
whose estate was insolvent, it was contended that ‘‘seisin’’ strictly 
referred only to possession of freehold, and was not applicable to copy- 
hold at all, and still less to where there had been no admission 
Leach v. Jay (9 Ch. Div. 42), Copestake v. Hoper (1908, 2 Ch. 10, 
and Casborne v. Scarfe (1 Atk.) were referred to. 

Joyce, J., in giving judgment, said that, although he was not abso 
lutely clear upon the point, yet, upon the whole, having regard to the 
authorities which had been referred to, and which he had considered, 
his opinion was, with regard to this copyhold property, that the 
grantor under the deed of 30th May, 1868, was not seised of the 
premises in any sense in which seisin could be held properly to exist 
with reference to copyholds. It followed, therefore, that the annuities 
were not charged upon the copyhold premises, of which the deceased 
was not admitted tenant, and of which he had no seisin at the time 
of his death.—CounseL, J. H. Harman; W. M. Hunt. Soxicrrors, 
Sharpe, Pritchard &- Co., for Whitehead & Todd, Cambridge; Withers, 
Bensons, Birkett d: Davies. 

[Reported by R. O. Cangrneton, Barrister-at-Law ] 


E. W. SAVORY (LIM.) v. “‘ WORLD OF GOLF (LIM.)}.” 
Neville, J. 30th June. 
CoPYRIGHT—INFRINGEMENT—NoO REGISTRATION—EFFECT OF THE Copy- 

rnicHTt Act, 1911 (1 & 2 Geo. 5, c. 46), 1s CurtnG Lack or Recats- 

TRATION—ASSIGNMENT—TITLE OF ASSIGNEE TO SUE—MEMORANDUM IN 

Writinc—Parot Evipence—IpENTITY OF THE SuBsJECT MATTER— 

AGREEMENT IN WRITING ‘“‘AT OR BEFORE’’ SALE—RECEIPT FOR 

PurcHASE Moneys—Part Or ONE TRANSACTION—COPIES WITH A 

NEWSAGENT ON SALE OR RETURN—SALE AFTER NOTICE OF PLAINTIFF'S 

Craim—Dvuty To RecaLt—DeErenDANT’s OFFER BEFORE ACTION BROUGHT 

—P.aintiF¥’s RIGHT To AN ORDER—Costs—Copyricur Act, 1862 (25 

& 26 Vicr. c. 68), ss. 1, 3 anp 4—Copyricnur Act, 1911 (1 & 2 Geo. 

5, c. 46), ss. 8 AND 24. 

1. Although without registration title to sue for infringement under 
the Copyright Act, 1862 (25 & 26 Vict. c. 68), is not complete, yet section 
4 of the Copyright Act, 1911 (1 & 2 Geo. 5, c. 46), substitutes copyright 
under that Act for copyright under the old Act, and cures thereby the 
defect of want of registration, registration being no longer necessary, 
nor, in fact, possrble, 

2. Where the description of the goods in the receipt for the purchase 
money of an article the subject of copyright pointed to definite subject 
matter in the contemplation of the parties, by describing the goods as 
‘five original card designs inclusive of all copyright (subjects, four 
golfing subjects, one teddy-bear painting), held that parol evidence 
was admissible to prove that the drawing infringed was, in fact, one of 
the four golfing subjects. 

5. Held, also, that the above-mentioned receipt was the last of the 
steps in @ single transaction, namely, the assignment of the copyright; 
and that it was accordingly made ‘‘at the time of the sale or disposi- 
tion’’ within the meaning of section 1 of the Copyrighs Act, 1862. 

4. Where copies had been left in the possession of a newsagent on sale 
or return, the property in such copies remained in the person so leaving 
them; and in this case the defendant company, not having recalled 
such copies when notified of the plaintiff company’s copyright, a subse- 
quent sale of them constituted an infringement by the defendant com- 
pany of the plaintiff company’s copyright, and the plaintiff company 
was entitled to damages for such infringement, notwithstanding section 
8 of the Copyright Act, 1911. 

5. A person enforcing a legal right is not obliged to accept an offer 
hefore action, but is entitled to insist on having his right protected by 
an order of the court. 


This was an action for damages for infringement of copyright. The 
plaintiff company claimed to be the assignee of the copyright in a 
golfing drawing entitled ‘‘ Thirteen down—Great Scott !’’ and sued the 
defendant company for infringement thereof. They claimed, under an 
alleged agreement contained in a written receipt dated the 28th of 
March, 1910, and signed by the artist, for a sum of money which was 
expressed to be ‘‘ for five original card designs, inclusive of all copy- 
right. Subjects : Four golfing subjects ; one teddy-bear painting.’’ The 
Copyright Act, 1911 (1 & 2 Geo. 5, c. 46), came into force on the 1st of 
July, 1912, in the United Kingdom. On the 4th of December, 1913, the 
defendant company published an issue of a periodical called the World 
of Golf, which contained a reproduction of the drawing in question. 
The plaintiff.company proved that on the 5th of December, 1913, the 
defendant company was notified that copyright subsisted in the drawing, 
and that after that date a newsagent who held copies of the World 
of Golf on sale or return had sold a copy to a representative of the 
plaintiff company. On the 9th of December, 1913, before action brought, 
the defendant company made an offer to the plaintiff company to publish 
an apology and to give an undertaking that they held no blocks of the 
drawing, and that no further infringement should take place, and to 
return all copies which they held, and to pay their share of the plaintiffs’ 
osts. The plaintiff company had not registered themselves as pro- 
prietors of the copyright. Various points arose in the course of the 
hearing as to the admissibility of evidence and as to the liability of the 
defendant company, which are all dealt with in the judgment. 
Nevittp, J., after stating the facts, said: On the first point, th 











plaintiff company’s title to sue for infringement of copyright under the 
Copyright Act, 1862 (25 & 26 Vict. c. 68), was not complete until registra- 
tion. They have not registered, and cannot now register; but section 4 
of the Copyright Act, 1911 (1 & 2 Geo. 5, c. 46) substitutes copyright 
under that Act for the plaintiff company’s rights, whatever they may 
be, under the Copyright Act, 1862, and cures the defect of want of 
registration. On the second point, as to the admissibility of evidence, 
the receipt for the sum of money paid for the five pictures clearly points 
to the fact that the parties contemplated certain definite subjects, and 
accordingly parol evidence is admissible to prove that the drawing 
in question formed one of the four golfing subjects referred to in the 
receipt. On the third point, the receipt was made “ at the time of the 
sale or disposition ’’ within the meaning of section 1 of the Copyright 
Act, 1862, because it formed part of a single transaction consisting of 
the various steps which constituted the assignment to the plaintiff com 
pany—being, in fact, the last of such steps. On the fourth point, where 
copies are in the possession of a newsagent on sale or return, the pro- 
perty in such copies remains in the person so sending them for sale or 
return; and as the defendant company did not recall these copies when 
notified of the plaintiff company’s copyright therein, the sale by the 
newsagent constituted an infringement by the defendant company, who 
had knowledge that copyright subsisted therein. Section 8 of the Copy- 
right Act, 1911, does not disentitle the plaintiff company to damages in 
this case. On the last point, the plaintiff company are enforcing a legal 
right, and were accordingly not obliged to accept the defendant com- 
pany’s offer before action, but are entitled to insist on having their 
right protected by an order of the court.—CounseL, Peterson, K.C., 
and Wright Taylor; Butcher, K.C., and Francis Watt. Soxricrrors, 
Peacock & Goddard, for Bevan, Hancock & Co., Bristol; Webster & 
Webster. 
[Reparted by L, M. Mar, Barrister-at-Law.] 





Court of Criminal Appeal. 


REX v. WHITAKER. 29th.and 30th June; Ist July, 


CriminaL LAw—BriBery-—MispEMEANOUR AT Common Law—NATURE 
or Orrence—‘‘ Pusirc AND MINISTERIAL ’’ OFFICER. 


An indictment charged that the appellant Whitaker and M, 
an agent of Lipton (Limited) unlawfully conspired, combined, con- 
federated and agreed together, and with N, another agent of Lipton 
(Limited) and with other persons, that divers sums of money and divers 
valuable securities should be corruptly given by M and N and Lipton 
(Limited) to Whitaker in his official capacity, the said Whitaker then 
being a public and ministerial officer, to wit, a commissioned officer, 
namely, colonel commanding the second battalion of the Yorkshire 
Light Infantry Regiment, and that the same sums of money should b 
corruptly accepted by Whitaker in his official capacity as inducements, 
in violation of his official duty, to show favours, and to abstain from 
shewing disfavour to M and N and Lipton (limited), in relation to 
divers contrac. 8, for catering between Lipton 
(Limited) and the commanding Officers, then knowing the acts and omis 
sions to be in violation of the official duty of Whitaker. 

It was contended for the appellant that the indictment did not 
disclose a misdemeanour at common law, on the ground that Whitaker 
was not “a public and ministerial officer.” 

Held, that as a public officer is an officer who discharges any duty 
in the discharge of which the public are interested, and the more 
clearly so when he is paid out of funds provided by the public, a colonel 
ofa regiment of the line is ‘‘a public officer,”’ and he is also ‘a minis- 
terial officer,’ as that word is used in this context in contrast to the 
word ‘‘ judicial.”’ 

It was also contended for the appellant that the indictment was bad 
on the ground that it was not a misdemeanour at common law to con- 
spire to bribe any other officer than a judicial officer, or an officer who 
was in the subordinate service of the administration of justice. 

Held, that this was not so, and that the indictment was good. 

Held, also, that even if the act of bribery alleged were not a misde 
meanour at common law, the indictment for conspiracy was good, as 
alleging a conspiracy to do an act which was unlawful or wrongful in 
the sense of a tort, and that this was certainly so where fraud or cor- 
ruption was involved in the agreement. 


and propose d contracts, 


This was an appeal against a conviction at the Central Criminal 
Court for misdemeanour at common law, and against the sentence 
imposed by Darling, J., of six months’ imprisonment in the second 
division. The facts and arguments appear from the judgment of THe 
Court (Lawrance, Lusu and Arkin, JJ.), which was delivered by Law 
rence, J. Cur. adv. vult. 

LAWRENCE, J.—In this case Charles Hildyard Thornton Whitaker 
was convicted at the Old Bailey on an indictment charging him with 
misdemeanour, and sentenced to imprisonment for six months in the 
second division. Against that conviction and sentence he has appealed. 
The facts are shortly these. Colonel Whitaker was the commanding 
officer of the Yorkshire Light Infantry stationed at Malta, and in his 
capacity of colonel of the regiment it was his official duty to determine 
in what form the canteen of the regiment should be carried on. There 
were, I think, three systems under which the canteens of regiments 
were carried on. The colonel determined in this case that the system 
should be that of a tenancy by the canteen contractor. This tenancy 
gives the contractor a position in the barracks, and a sort of bye- 
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position, a monopoly the custom of the regiment The contractor 
pays for his tenancy in the form of rebates these rebates go for the 


the colonel or the other 





benefit ty the regiment mm Sue manner as 
officers having charge of the canteen may direct The colonel of the 
giment is the person wh mn behalf of the regiment, determines what 
form the contractor shall trade uid also enters into a contract with 
the contractor im the ise of enancy system In this case Colonel 
Whitaker entered into a contract through one Ness, who was the 
vent of Liptons at Malta The prisoner was being tried along with 
Archibald Minte who is manager for Liptons in England, and 
they were charged itl nspiring to act corruptly in the matter of 
this canteen management I ll call more particular attention to the 
lictment in a moment I facts shewed that olonel during his 
it Malta received siderable sums of money from Ness, the 
vent of Liptons; in the hole he received sum of £540 Now it 
s in evidence in the that these canteen contractors were minded, 
enever they tt the opportunity, to pay moneys in the shape of 
bribes to the persons wl ul influence in obtaining for them the posi 
i 1 of mtract I na heer illed n this ise a practi 
| doubt hether there w eviden such ag to justify the application 
f that terr rt ther s plen f ¢ lence to shew that 
t plane pon hich th inteen contractors 
‘ wt i eT ne ind that th vere always ready to 
pe wl i . ‘ t pla I nel, as I Bay. 
é ed tl maid i sum i money ind he received them at 
mes spread er a period of his ser é i Malta, Crete, and at 
Sheffield in Yorkshire ri} ntracts were entered into, the first of 
them, in December 1902. the second in Febr lary, 1904: there was 
mother contract or modification of the first contract for Crete in 
1904 and 1905. the date of which I have not got, and there was a 
further contract, either ntract or a modification of the old 
ontract, when the vent t Sheffield in 1905 Now, the dates of 
payment of the sums of money, making the whole £540, which I have 
mentioned, were, on the 18th of February, 1904, £120 was paid 
that is to say, approximately at the time when the February contract 
f 1904 was entered into; there was another payment of £120 some 
here about six or seven months afterwards: and there was a further 
payment of £150 on tl sist March, 1905, and a further payment 
of £150 on the 16th of October, 1905 hese contracts, | should say, 
ere contracts for the tenancy of the canteen for either a year or fon 
< months: apparent mmetimes ree ind sometimes the other: 
enerally, I think, for a period of a year. Those are the facts which 
ere in evidence in the case upled with a letter which passed be 
tween Ness and Minto, and that letter has been impugned as not being 
dmissible in evidénce against the prisoner Whitaker It was clear 
evidence of conspiracy as bet Ne ind Minto to bribe for the 
pury that | | ni l imely, to vllain favour or to abstain 
m shewing dista i i illed this indictment The lett 
j 1 these term und 3 dated the 18th of October. 1905 It is 
ritten from Wiesbader ind it is addressed to Lipton (Limited) in 
London at tl } nd it ; Dear Sirs.—Colonel Whitaker writes 
me to-d for thly cheque, stating that as he wishes the 
matter kept ! ‘ possible. he would like me to send the 
heque as be rh [ have done to-day, £150 by National Bank 
f Seotland eque N Then there is the reference number of the 
j ! He add I suy e the contract will require renewal ; 
t me hear soon about this. I] have not vet had the pleasure of meeting 
\I Mint t | hope to see » soon when I next go to London 
| it passage 18 1 nverted commas, and purport to be a quotation 
from Colonel Whitaker's letter to Ness he letter continues Will 
u please attend t { ! t Renewal’ a nentioned above Yours 
; Jas. R. Ne { iddressed: at the foot, Archibald 
Mur Ksq That is the other prisoner No as I was saying, that 
letter eal é dence yvainst M nto that he and Ness were con piring 
to} vonev to Colonel Whitaker with a vik to the renewal of this 
contra for tl prite I irgument | been that that letter was 
Imissible it ler i ust Whitaker, and no doubt there wag a 
tin » the ase t probably the time when that letter 
vas put hen th tatements in it ere not admissible against 
Whitaker: but , rd ble in the trial as against Minto, 
] h tact that it t an admissible fact in the case It 
’ n undoubted enuine document, dated the 18th of October, | 
1405 Then it 1 the statements in t never became evidence 
inst Whitaker I do not think that s a true view of the law 
Il think that when is proved that this monev was paid to Whitaker. 
| hen if is proved that that money was not only paid by Ness, 
but the banking a int of Ness was fed by Liptons, or by Minto for 
l pton ! their paving banknotes into the bank. it raised the pre 
ny n that Whitaker doing something for Ness and for Minto 
esp f whicl is being paid, and that called upon Whitaker 
to explais hat the reumstances were under which he was receiving 
. ment from Lipton Hence. T think. the evidence was admissible 
vinst Colonel Whitake1 
Then questior } he ! sed n t ippeal as to whether 
ndictment lisclose rr ndictable tence against Colonel 
\\ taker The ndictment sa that these t > unl vfully mspired 
ubined, confederated nd agreed together, ind th Ness, and with 
ther persons, that diver ims of money and divers valuable securities 
hould be rruptly given | Minto and Ness and Liptons to Whitaker 


his official capacity, the said Whitaker then being a public 


namely, colonel com 


mmissioned officer 


and | 





manding the second battalion of the Yorkshire Light Infantry Regi 
ment, and that the same sums of money should be corruptly accepted 
by Whitaker in his official capacity as inducements, in violation of his 
official duty, to shew favour and to abstain from shewing disfavour to 
Minto and Ness and Liptons in relation to divers contracts and pro 


posed contracts for catering between 
officers, then knowing the t) 

official duty of Whitaker. Now it is said that that does not constitute 
any common law misdemeanour, and the first ground upon which it is 
said that it does not do so is that he was not ‘‘a public and ministerial 


Liptons and the 
icts and omissions to be in violation of 


commanding 


officer Of course, that is a question of fact whether he was or 
whether he was not. The question ig what ‘‘a public and ministeria 
officer’ is. We think that a public officer is an officer who discharges 


any duty in the discharge of which the public interested, and 
he is more clearly a public officer if he is paid out of funds provided 
by the public. If the taxes of the country go to provide his pay o: 
remuneration, and the duties that he discharges are duties in whic! 
the public is interested, then he is clearly a public officer, and the 
addition of the words ‘‘and ministerial ”’ not seem to me t 
really affect the matter materially. I think he is a ministerial office: 

[ think that the proposition made by the Attorney-General is 
correct that really ‘‘ ministerial’’ there used in contrast 
** judicial.’’ Every officer who is not a judicial officer is, I think 


are 


does 


also 
the 
to 


one, 18 


ministerial officer. I do not know what other word would aptl) 
qualify his position as officer; but that a colonel of a regiment is 
public and ministerial officer we are clear. Therefore, this count of 


the indictment for conspiracy stands, subject to this objection which 
vas made to it. It is said, ‘‘ You cannot have a conspiracy to bribs 
officer.’’ It did not far as ‘‘any officer,’ because it was 
admitted it might be a misdemeanour to bribe a judicial officer or an 
officer in the subordinate of the administration of 
justice, but beyond officers of that class. It was said that the only 
misdemeanour was if the bribe was given to obtain or procure the 
office. I do not think that is a correct statement of the law; I think 
there is ample authority for the contrary view. And, after referring to 
Vaughan’s case (4 Burr. 2494); The Queen v. Lancaster (16 Cox 
C. C. 737), and Beale’s case (cited 1 East, p. 183), the learned judge 
continued : Therefore, it seems to us that bribing or corruptly influ 
encing the colonel to shew favour in matters of contract for the suppl: 
of canteen provisions to his regiment is clearly a misdemeanour, and 
one of a very grave importance. The colonel is a trustee, whose duty it 
is to consider the interests of his own men beyond everything, and 


an go as 


who was service 


for him to put himself in such a position that his interests and his 
duty conflict, and that he is not in the position of a perfectly free 
man to decide on the merits of any contracts submitted to him is a 


misdemeanour at common law, and one that is, in our judgment, of a 


serious kind It i 


very s not denied by the argument presented for the 
prisoner that, if we are right in our view as to these counts for bribery 
being good at common law, then the count for conspiracy is good, 


because it is admitted that a conspiracy to commit a criminal offence is 
an indictable common law conspiracy; but it has been argued, and I 
think rightly argued, that whether these counts for bribery are good 
at law or not, the count for conspiracy would still hold good, 
and | think that is a correct statement of the law on the part of the 
{| think that it is not necessary that the corrupt agree 
to commit a crime; it is sufficient if it 
is an agreement to do any act which is unlawful, or which is wrongful 
in the sense of creating a tort upon the other person. At all events, 
it is so where there is fraud or corruption involved in the agreement. 
There is ofe authority for saying that an ageement to commit a mere 
trespass is not a misdemeanour at common law, but if that authority 
is a good authority, About which there have been doubts expressed by 
judges, it is quite clear, I think, that wherever the tort is 


common 


prosecution. 
ment should be an agreement 


eminent 
fraud 


or a corrupt act upon the part of the persons agreeing to do it 
then it constitutes a misdemeanour at common law. There are a 
number of authorities which shew that. It is as well stated, perhaps 
in the Queen v. Warburton (11 Cox, C. C. 584) as in any of them 
I am now quoting from The Queen v. Aspinall (2 Q. B. D. 48), in 
which The (Jueen \ Warburton is cited as authority for this pro 
position An agreement made with a fraudulent or wicked mind 
to do that which, if done, would give to the prosecutor a right of suit 
founded on fraud, or on violence exercised on or towards him, is a 
criminal conspiracy; see Feg. v. Warburton. There may be, and 
probably are, others,’’ is the way in which it was stated in The Queen 


v. Aspinall, which was the case of conspiracy to defraud the Committes 
of the Stock Exchange into putting shares on the list, and granting a 
settling day to the « There are a number of other similar 
which support the proposition that a count charging an 
agreement fraudulently to do anything to a third person which is 
wrongful to that third person misdemeanour at common law 

Then, I think, that is all I need say as to the objections taken to this 
I pass now to the last point made for the prisoner by 





ompanhy 


iuthorities 
Is a 


indictment 


Mr. Healy in his very touching appeal ta us to reduce the sentence i! 
this case. We are not able to do so. We think that this court is 
not a court charged with the revision of sentences, except in cases 


where the sentence itself is clearly excessive. We are quite unable to 
that that the here. As I have said, this is a 
matter, and if any clemency is to be shewn in the matter it is for the 
Minister charged with the exercise of that duty, and not for this court 
to shew it An application made to him, I have no doubt, will 
receive all proper attention, but it must not be supposed that we are 


is case serious 


say 











oor] 
ted 
his 
to 
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in a . position to say anything upon that subject. —COUNSEL, T. M. 
Healy, K.C., and Comyns Carr; Sir John Simon, A.G., R. D. Muir, 
Travers Humphreys and Branson. SoLiciTors, Long d Gardiner; The 
Director of Public Prosecutions. 

7 [Reported by C. G. Moran, Barrister-at-Law.] 





Solicitors’ Cases. 
Solicitor Ordered to be Suspended. 


July 10.—SAMUEL OrME SAMUELS, 3, Clarence -street, Manchester 
ordered to be suspended for six months, dated from the Ist o! 
August. 


Societies. 
Law Association. 


The usual monthly meeting of the directors was held at the Law 
Society’s Hall on the 2nd inst., Mr. Perey E. Marshall in the chair. 
Che other directors present were Mr. T. H. Gardiner, Mr. W. P 
Richardson, Mr. Mark Waters, Mr. W. M. Woodhouse, and the secre 
tary, Mr. E. E. Barron. A sum of £134 was voted in relief of de 
serving cases, two new members were elected, and other general busi 
ness was transacted. 





Che Gloucestershire and Wiltshire Inc: rporated 
Law Society. 

The annual general meeting of the Gloucestershire and Wiltshire 
Incorporated Law Society was held at the Town Hall, Marlborough, 
Wilts, on Friday. the 10th of July, 1914 

Those present included :—Mr. E. Ll. Gwillim (Marlborough), presi 
dent, Mr. W. G. Gurneye (Cheltenham), vice-president), Messrs. J. 
Croome-Jackman (Berkeley), E. L. Baylis, J. Bubb, W. G. Earengey, 
R. McLaren, H. Stroud (Cheltenham), G. A. H. White (Chippenham), 
E. B. Haygarth, R. J. Mullings, H. St. G. Rawlins (Cirencester), H. J 
Francillon (Dursley), Frank H. Bretherton, Fred. H. Bretherton, J. H. 
Bryan, J. H. Jones, G. C. P. Pike (Gloucester), A. L. Forrester 
(Malmesbury), R. W. Merriman, A. R. Pain (Marlborough), R. Dixon 
(Pewsey), ard J. Crewe Wood (Swindon), with Mr. Herbert H. Scort, 
hon. secretary. 

Mr. W. G. Gurney was elected president, and Mr. E. B. Haygarth 
vice-president for the ensuing year. Messrs. R. W. Ellett, H. J. Fran 
cillon, E. Francis, J. W. Guise, E..L1. Gwillim, J. H. Jones and W. H 
Mellersh were appointed as the general committee of management, and 
Messrs. W. G. Earengey, N. D. Haines, A. H. G. Heelas, R. McLaren 
W. H. Madge and H. J. Taynton as the library committee, and Mi 
A. J. Morton Ball was elected a trustee of the society, in the place of 
the late Mr. H. Bevir. 

Mr. J. &. vvyinterbotham, of Cheltenham, was elected a member of the 
Son lety. 

A total sum of £76 10s. was voted in grants to necessitous persons. 

In the afternoon the sniniiens drove through Savernake Forest, the 
foliage and scenery of which were greatly admired, and on their return 
to Marlborough were hospitably entertained to tea by the out-goin; 
president and Mrs. Gwillim. 

The society, which was established in 1817, and incorporated in 1884, 
now has 138 members, solicitors practising in Gloucestershire and Wil 
shire 


Law Students’ Journal. 


The Quain Law Professor’s Prizes have been awarded at University 
College, London, as follows : Compar: itive Law Essay, E. J. Kafka, 
B.A.; International Law, C. W. Thomas. 


" Gs. 
Mr. W. A. G. Hake. 


Mr. William Augustus Gordon Hake, the oldest barrister in England 
died this week at his residence, 3, Old Steine, Brighton. He was 10] 
on the 5th of April last, and was then recovering from attacks of bron 
chitis. For some weeks past he had been growing weaker, and hi 
passed away in the presénce of his daughter, Charlotte Hake, and his 
youngest son, the Rev. T. G. Hake, both septuagenarians, 

Mr. Hake, says the 7'imes, was born at St. David’s Hill, Exeter, on 
the 5th of April, 1811, being the youngest son of Mr. Thomas Bedford 
Hake, musician, and organist of Leeds Cathedral, and Augusta Maria 
Hake, youngest daughter of Captain William Augustus Gordon, who was 
on the staff of General Wolfe at the battle of Quebec, and saw him 
die. General Gordon was the centenarian’s first cousin, and often 
visited him at Brighton. On one occasion when dining there the 
General was offered a glass of wine, but waving his hand he quietly 
observed, ‘!Take away that poison.” Mr. Hake received his early 
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months in a §s 


University. 
years, Mr 

student at t 
was briefed 


education at the old Lewes Grammar School, and after passing a few 


solicitor’s office in that town, spent a year at the Patis 
Having acquired a remarkable store of knowledge for his 
Hake at the early age of seventeen entered his name as a 
he Middle Temple. He was called to the bar in 1835, and 


in many important cases both in the courts in London and 


on the Home (South-Eastern) ——— Mr. Hake vetired in 1864, 


and acquire 


he had liv 


old-fashic 


Vv years since 


‘ollows : “Th 


the Ste yne t 
illumination 


Mr. Hake 


fession. ‘* By 


a public con 
three or fou 


break them.’’ 


large! ttri 


walks, and 


years ago Mr. 


d No. 3, Old Steine, Brighton, as his residence, where 


7 


ed ever since. With its cobbled-stoned frontage and 


ed windows, this quaint old house was used by George IV. 
vhom he ep not accommodate at the Royal Pavilion. A 


ruests wil 


a letter was duly delivered to Mr. Hake addressed as 
he Quaint Old Foe. Faced with blue flints, Looking over 
o the sea, Brighton.’’ Candles have been the only means of 
used in the house. 

was always a great stickler for the etiquette of his pro- 
sy our rules,”’ he stated, ‘“‘ we were not allowed to travel in 
veyance, and, not being able to afford a post-chaise, unless 
y joined me, I have often walked thirty miles rather than 
It was to plenty of walking exercise that Mr, Hake 
buted his long life He used to take his sons for long 


when they complained of fatigue he would console them by 


Another nail out of your coffin, my boys.’’ Until two 
r. Hake was able to read small print without the aid of 


glass His last public appearance was at the jubilee dinner given to 


King Edwa 
Temple in J 


espe ially si 


rd (then Prince of Wales) as a bencher of the Middle 
une, 1887. On the cccasions of recent birthdays, more 
nce he passed his century, Mr. Hake received many mes 


t year the barristers of the Middle Temple sent him a letter 


sages. Las 

stating ‘We are proud you are a member of our Inn, and trust you 
vill long be spared to be our oldest member.’’ On the 5th of April 
last the Lord Chief Justice and many other legal friends sent their 
congratula ions, 


Legal News. 


Information Required. 


WILL OF THE LATE FREDERICK SISLEY FARMER, of 


37, Ossingto 
Any solicitor 


of same is ask 


23. Young-st 


Epwarp EF 


terbotham & 


Such busine: 


Ernest Winte 


In the Ho 
Mr. Asquith 


n-street, Bayswater, late of 20, Princes-square, Bayswater, 

or other person having prepared or having any knowledge 
ed kindly to communicate with Shepheards & Walters 
reet, Kensington, W 


Changes in Partnerships. 
Dissolution. 


RNEST WINTERBOTHAM and STEPHEN MIALL, solicitors (Win 
Miall), 1, Frederick’s-place, Old Jewry, E.C. June 30 
ss will be carried on in the future by the said Edward 


(Giazette, July 10 


rbotham in his own name, 


General. 


use of Commons on Monday, replying to Mr. A. Henderson, 
said : It is intended to appoint a Select Committee of the 


House of Commons to inquire into the use of troops in times of civil 


disturbance 
ments which 
the t ] chi 

Sir Court 
resident of I 


inst the 


Mr. Parshall, 


meeting Sil 
ing couples. 
being smothe 


Philip F. Ro 


thought that 
used by the 


only used by 


ally, on the 
poll of the w 


The terms of reference have been drawn up, and arrange 
will, IT hone, be shortly concluded, are being made through 


nnels f its establishment 


nay Ilbert, Clerk to the House of Commons, who is a 
’enn, Buckinghamshire, took part on Monday in protesting 
locing of a public feotpath at Pennbury Grove Wood, by 
who has built a residence close by. At the last paris!) 
Courtenay said he understoocd.the path was used by court- 
If two pe og preferred to take a shady path instead of 
‘red with dust along the road, why should they not? Si 
se, who ssid ‘ had known the path for sixty-five years 
no harm would be done by closing it. The path was not 
working clasces ‘nother speaker said that the path was 
c yurting couy le und week-enders from London, Eventu 
demand 1 of Sir C urtenay Ilbert. it s decided to take a 
hole parish, 
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The Bill to confirm a provisional order for the amalgamation for the 


purposes of local government of the boroughs of Plymouth and Devon 
port and the district of Stonehouse—generally known as the Three 
Towns—was passed on Wednesday by a Select Committee of the House 
of Commons, presided over by Mr. Mooney. Nine days have been 
spent by the Committee in hearing evidence for and against the measure, 
which was promoted by the Plymouth Corporation with the assent of the 
Devonshire County Council and the Stonehouse District Council, and 
was opposed by the Corporation of Devonport. 

The defence of 


warranty was successfully established on Wednesday, 


Mr. Justice Darling, who was holding the Sussex Assizes at Lewes 
last week, discarded the customary State drive from his lodgings to the 
court, and walked to the Assize House each day in company with his 
marshal. While doing so yesterday week the judge was run into by a 
butcher boy who was riding a bicycle. He saved himself from falling 
by catching hold of the carrier of the machine, and gave the boy some 
advice on the subject of ringing his bell. 


Judge Mellor, at Manchester on Monday, decided a case of some im 
portance to railway travellers. The Lancashire and Yorkshire Railwa, 
Company were sued by a passenger in respect of lost luggage. The 
plaintiff, at Victoria Station, Manchester, handed his luggage to 
porter three-quarters of an hour before the departure of his train, and 
one parcel, valued at £28, was lost. The defendants contended that 
three-quarters of an hour was an unreasonable time for luggage to be 
in the porter’s custody. The judge held that there was negligence, and 
gave judgment for the plaintiff, with costs on the higher scale. 





At the London Sessions, on Wednesday, says the Times, John Clare 
forty, who pleaded ‘ Guilty ’’ at the last sessions to stealing a gold 
watch while on an omnibus in Piccadilly, was stated to have been con 
victed seventeen times during the past twenty years, mainly for steal 
ing from the person, and to have been sentenced to terms of imprison 
ment amounting in all to fourteen years. Mr. Arthur Bryan, for the 
prisoner, said that for forty-eight out of the fifty days since his last 
release Clare had worked for his brother, a bootmaker at Bow, who 
had collected money for him and provided him with clothing and tools. 
The brother's wife objacted to having an old convict in the place, and 
the fact that he was a ticket-of-leave man got to the ears of his fellow 
employees, who refused to work with him. He left his brother’s house, 
and, in a fit of despair, and as the result of sudden temptation, stole 
the watch. The jury, in acquitting him of the charge of being an 
habitual criminal, expressed the opinion that Clare had made an honest 
effort to reform, and had yielded to sudden temptation. Mr. Lawri> 
said that in the circumstances he would not pass any sentence of im- 
prisonment for the watch stealing. He now stated that since the trial! 
he had laid the facts before the Home Secretary, who had granted Clar2 
a fresh licence, so that if he behaved well in future he would not have 
to serve the twelve months’ remanet from his last sentence. 


Way Pay Rent? Take an Immediate Mortgage free in event of death 


says the 7'imes, in prosecutions under the Food and Drugs Act by the 
Westminster City Council respectively against Messrs. Joseph Lyons & 
Co. in respect of the sale of milk at Victoria Station and Mr. J weph 
Howell, of 9, Rutland-street, Knightsbridge. The purchase of a glass 
of milk in the third-class refreshment bar at Victoria Station was made 
hy an inspector as an ordinary customer It was certified that the milk 
had rather more than 9 per cent of its fat abstracted, and stated that 
it was sokd under contract of purity with the Wilts United Dairies 
(Limited) in exactly the same condition as it was received. In the case 
of Mr. Howell, it was said that 8 per cent. of fat was abstracted, and 
that the same company—the Wilts United Dairies—were the guarantors 
under contract Mr. Biron held that the warranties were proved, and 
dismissed the summonses 

In the House of Commons, on the 9th inst., Sir F. Banbury asked 
the President of the Board of Trade what steps he was taking to deal 
vith London traffic lhe right hon. gentleman was peculiarly fitted to | 
undertake the superintendence of the traffic because he went about a 
great deal on foot, which gave him an opportunity of observing the 
traffic and understanding the conditions which those who went about 
luxuriously in motor cars driven by somebody else did not enjoy. One 
of the chief difficulties was the refusal of slow-moving traffic to keep to 
the side of the road. Another matter was the great increase of refuges 
No doubt refuges had many advantages, but they tended to create a 
block at many places It should be suggested to the responsible authori 
ties that refuges should not be constructed in narrow places where 
they were not wanted but in wider places where people 
were in the habit of crossing Then there was the great speed 
at which motor carriages and especially taxi-cabs were driven, particu 
larly round corners. Sometimes the driver did not sound his horn, and | 
if he did the pedestrian, unless he had a strong nerve, was apt to run 
the wrong way. He was himself nearly run over the other day. If it 


had not been for the noble lord the Chief Opposition Whip, who pulled 
him out of the way, he would not now have the honour of addressing 
the Committee. Mr. Burns said these matters were within the jurisdic 
tion of the Local Government Board, at the instance of the London 
County Council. 


In the House of Commons, on Tuesday, Sir A. Markham asked the 
Attorney-General whether, seeing that Mr. Justice Darling stated on 
the 27th of May, when delivering sentence on the defendants in the 
Army that satisfied that the defendants were 
acting upon a system which was known to the directorate, encouraged 
by the directorate, and persisted in by the directorate, he would say 
whether he had laid the papers in this case before the Public Pros2 
cutor with a view to criminal proceedings for fraud and bribery being 
instituted against Sir Thomas Lipton, chairman of Liptons (Limited) 
and his co-directors. ‘The Solicitor-General replied. He said: All vhe 
papers in this « before me. Proceedings have already 
been taken against all persons against whom evidence exists, including 
one director of the company. There was no such evidence against the 
director named in the Answering a further question from 
Sir A. Markham, the Solicitor-General said the statement of the learned 


canteen case, he was 


ase have been 


question 


judge must be read in connection with the whole statement, and 
whether the learned judge was satisfied or not was not a question for 
the law officers. Mr. J. Ward: Is it intended to proceed against th 
other defendants who were cited before the court-martial? The Sol: 


citor-General replied that he must have notice of that question; and, 


inswering Lord R. Cecil, added that there was no evidence before the 
law officers that would justify any proceedings being taken against any 
other person 

The Jimes understands that a concerted effort will be made in the 


near future by a number of representative women’s societies to induce 
the Government to provide facilities during the winter Session for a Bill 


dealing with women and the law. Lord Wolmer’s Bill was not pro 
ceeded with last Session owing to the want of Parliamentary time, and 
a short Bill was introduced by Mr. J. W. Hills. This measure seeks 


il decision in the case of Bebb v. The Law Society— 
not a 


ver, there is 


to reverse the leg 
that a woman is 
Acts. Howe 


reform should come on 


person 

a growing feeling among educated women that 
a broader basis, and endeavours will be made to 
induce Lord Wolmer to reintroduce his Bill. The Lord Chancellor, ‘he 
Prime Minister, and the law officers were declared to be in favour of 
Mr. Hill's Bill dealing with the junior branch of the profession, an] 
Sir John sympathies with the suffrage movement are under 
stood to extend to the larger proposals of Lord Wolmer. Mr. Holford 
Knight, in a statement on Wednesday, said that opinion at the bar 
favourable to the women’s demand had been gravely checked by mili 
tancy. It could not be said that advantage had been fully taken of 


Simon’s 


opportunties to press the demand for opening the legal profession to 
women and a concentration of aim by women’s societies should now b 
made, 











within the meaning of the Solicitors | 


| following lots were sold, at the prices mentioned :— 


from the ScorrisH TEMPERANCE Lire Assurance Co. (LimitTep). Repay- 
ments usually less than rent. Mortgage expenses paid by the Company. 
Prospectus from 3, Cheapside, E.C. ’Phone 6002 Bank.—(Advt.) 








Herrinc, Son & Daw (estab. 1773), surveyors and valuers to 
several of the leading banks and insurance companies, beg to announce 
that they are making a speciality of valuations of every class of pro- 
perty under the Finance (1909-10) Act, 1910. Valuation offices : 98, 
Cheapside, E.C., and 312, Brixton-hill, 8.W. Telephone: City 377; 
Streatham 130.—(Advt.) 








Members of the legal profession who are not already familiar with 
the Oxford Sectional Bookcase are invited to look into the merits of a 
bookcase combining handsome appearance, high-class workmanship, and 
moderate cost. The ‘‘ Oxford” is probably the only dust-proof sectional 
bookcase obtainable. An extremely interesting booklet containing illus- 
trations and prices may be obtained, post free, from the manufacturera 


| William Baker & Co., The Model Factory, Oxford.—(Advt.) 








The Property Mart. 


Forthcoming Auction Sales. 


July 20.—Messrs. Toccerr, Wesster & Co., at the Mart, at 2: Freehold and 


| Leasebold Properties (see advertisement, back page, this week). 


July 21.—Mcessrs. Lo pomerg & by ‘w at the Mart, at 2: Freeholds and Leasehlds 
( rtisement, back page, June 2?). 
SS an ame. Basen furra, Sox, & Oantusy. at the Mart, at 2: Freeholl 
Building Estates (see advertisement, back page, Jane 6). ; 

Jnly 22.—Mesers, Taottorr, at the Mart, at 2: Town Houses (see advertisement, 
back page, this week). c 

July 27.—Mesers. Reyrotp: & Eason, at the Mart, at 2: Freehold Residences (see 
advertisement. back page, ti is week). 

July 28.—Mesars. Hamerow & Sows, at the Ma:t, at 2: Leaseh ld Property (see 
(advertisement, back page, this week). 

July 29.—Messrs. Eowrw Fox. Burwett & Bappezy, at the Mart, a‘ 215: Shares 


| (see advertisement, back page. this week). 


Oct. 15.— Messrs, Ricnarp Ex.is & Sox, by Tender, City Su-plus Land (see adver- 
tisement, back page, this week). 
Result of Sale. 
Reverzions, Life Policies, Shares, &c. 
Mesars. H. BE. Foster & Cranrrecp held their usual Fortnightly Periodical Sale 
of there interests, at the Mart, Tokenhouse-yard, E.C., on Thursday last, when the 


Leasehold Property Sold £410 
“a oe 
» £415 


£992 105 


CONTINGENT REVERSION to One-twelfth of 
MORTGAGE DEBT of £8°6 ... ee 90 
ABSOLUTE REVERSION to £750 ese ons a ee so 
1,000 CUMULATIVE 6 per cent. Pref, Shares of £1 each, J. J. 
Ford & Sons, Ltd. (Proprietors of Brown’s Hotel, Dover-street) ,, 











es 
le 
is 
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Court Papers. 


Supreme Court of Judicature. 


ROTA OF REGISTRARS IN ATTENDANCE ON 


Date. EMERGENCY APPEAL CouRT Mr. Justice Mr. Justice 
Rota, No. 1 JOYCE WARRINGTON 
Monday July 2) Mr. Greswell Mr. Synge Mr. Borrer Mr. Leach 
Tuesday .... 21 Bloxam Church Leach Goldschmidt 
Wednesday .. 22 Jolly Farmer Greswell Church 
Thursday .... 23 sorrer Bloxam Jolly Greawéll 
Friday ...... 24 Goldschmidt Greswell Bloxam Jolly 
Saturday .... 25 Leach Jolly Synge Borrer 
Date. Mr. Justice Mr. Justice Mr. Justice Mr. Justice 
NEVILLE, Eve. SARGANT, ASTBURY. 
Monday July 20 Mr. Farmer Mr. Jolly Mr. Bloxam Mr. Church 
Tuesday. .... 21 Syu.e Greswe'l Jo.ly Farmer 
Wednesday .. 22 Bloxam Borrer Synge Goldschmidt 
Thursday .... 23 Goldschmidt Synge Farmer Leach 
Fr day —— Leach Farmer Church borrer 
Satu. day .... 25 Church Bloxam Goldschmidt Greawell 











Winding-up Notices. 


JOINT STOCK COMPANIES. 
LIMITED IN CHANCERY. 
London Gazette.—FRipAY, July 10. 
CLAYTON Bros. Lp. (IN VOLUNTARY LIQUIDATION)—Creditors are required, on or 
before Sept. 5, to send their nanes and addresses, and the particulars of their 
debts or claims, to Frank L’Estrange Heppard, Imperial chmbrs, Richmond ter, 
Biackbarn, liquidator. 
INAMOND PoTrEry Co, Lrp.—Creditors are required, on or before July 24, to send their 
names and addresses, and the particulars of their debts or claims, to Richard 
: Eckroyd Clark, Albion st, Hanley, liquidator. 
EXPERT REPRODU« fIoNS LtT».—Creditora are required, on or before July 25, to 
send their names and addresses, and the particulars of their deb:s or claims, to 
Harry E. Clark, 7, St. Mildred ct, liquidator. 
JOINT STOCK COMPANIES. 
Limrrep tm Cmaworry. 
London Gazette.—TUESDAY, July 14. 
BEACON LIGHT (VALVELESS) GAS GENERATOR LTD.—Ureditors are required, on or before 
Aug. 4,to send theirnames ani addresses, and the particulars of their debts or 
claims, to Christop er Uharies Willson, Finsbury pymnt House, liquidator 
G. & @ SYNDICATE Lrp. (IN VOLUNTARY LIQUIDATION).—Creditors are required, on 
or before Aug 20, to send their names and addresses, and the particulars of their 
debts or claims, to William Weston Mitchell, 3, Central bldgs, Westmi ster, 
liquidator 





Resolutions for Winding-up Voluntarily. 


London Gazette.—Fripay, July 10. 
George Sidebo‘tom & Co, Ltd. North Wales Silver M tors, Ltd. 
British Power Co, Ltd. Frederick Biss & Co, Ltd. 
Woodward, Ltd. Talbot Merthyr Colliery, Ltd. 
Prince of Wales Tin Mine, Ltd. D. Y. W. Syndicate, Ltd. 
Douglas Granite Co, Ltd. ‘ 3rown and Murray, Ltd. 
Verliet a d Cie, Ltd. Carters Green Permanent Money Society. 
Douglis Beanland & Co, Ltd. Nuneaton and Stockingford Omnibus Co, 
Peter Gurney, Ltd. Ltd. : 
London Gazette—TUEsDAY, July 14. 

George Massey (Liverpool) Ltd, J. 5. & W.8. Kahn, (European Agency) 
Cumbria Motors, Ltd. Ltd. : 
T. Corless & Co, Ltd, Avner, Ltd. 
Savoy Hotel (Le Touquet Paris-Plage) Welsh Finince Syndi-ate, Ltd. 

Ltd. Galician Oil Trust, Ltd. 
Lan Ga; Coal Co., Ltd. Northfield Steamship, Co, Ltd, 
Vinall & Sons, Ltd. 








Creditors’ Notices. 
Under 22 & 23 Vict. cap. 35. 


LAST DAY OF CLAIM. 
London Gazette—TUESDAY, July 7. 

BASSETT, JOSEPH, Sheffield Aug 3t Irons, 52ffie'd 

BRowNe, WILLIAM RICHARD, Ashford, Kent, Licensed Victualler July 31 Hallett & 

Co, Ashford 

CAMPLIN, JOHN EDWARD, Whitmore Reans, Staffs Aug 7 Thorne & Co 
Wol ve: hamptou 

CHRISTOPHER, WILMOT CONWAY, Northwoodrd, Archwayrd Aug7 Christopher 
& Son, Argyll pl 

CHURCH, CHARLES TOMAS, Cvalville, Lei-ester Auz 15 Moss & Taylor. 
Loughborough : 

COWLES, LOUISA MARIANNE, Salter.on rd, Islington July 31 Rubinstein & Co, 
Raymond bidgs, Gray's inn 

DUVAL, ALEXANDER, Alameda, California, U S A, Vineyard Proprietor Aug 18 
Murray & Co, Birchin In 

DYKES, JAMES, Hemel Hempstead, Herts Ju'y 31 Burn & B: ridze, O'd Broad st 

FANNER, I3AAC WILLIAM, Sou'hsea Aug5 Hobs & Brutton Portsmouth 

FARNCOMBE, JOSEPH, Eastbourve, Printer Auzil Lewis & Holman, Lewes 

FRANKLIN, “ERSERT, Church st, Camberwell, Tobacconist Aug 7 Morton & Patt2: 
son, O'd Jewry chmbrs 

FULTON, JES-1E, Bristol Aug8 Ozden & Co, Manchester 

GinspurG, Dre VHR'STIAN DAVID, JP, Palmer's Greea Aug 31 W H & A G Herbert, 
Cork st 

GriFFitus, THOMAS, Old Traford, Manchester Augl Stott & Pogmore, Manchester 

HARRISON, AMY BRANFILL, Wrington, Somerset Aug 6 Wood, Wrington 

HKATON, WILLIAM, Wigan July 31 Wall & Son, Wigan 

HEWETT, MARY ANN, Apsley villas, Acton Aug 18 Jenkins & Co, Od Jewry 

Hey, tom Hoves, Sherburna in El:net, Yorks Augl2 Parker & Parker, Selby 

HvOLE, JOHN, Sheffield Auz 22 Rodgers & Co, Sheffield 

HUBBARD, Many ANN, Caversham rd, Keatish Town Aug 17 Pearce & Sons, Wes 
Smithfield 

Huopson, THOMAS BARROW, Withisgton, Manchester Aug4 Lea, Manchester 

INGLIS, JAMES, West Hartlepool Auzs13 Bell, West Hartlepool 

JOHNSON, GEORGE HENRY, Brislington, Bristol July 8 Atchleys, Bristol 

LAKING, Sir FRANCIS Henny, Bart, (CVO, KCB, MD, C.evelani row, Westminster Aug 
15 Holt & Co, St James's pl 

LAW, MARY ELIZABETH, Exmouth July 30 Brewer & Son, Barnstaple 


MARTIN, AMELIA CONSTANCE, Rosscahill, Galway, Ireland Aug 8 Taylor, St Ives, 
Cornwall 

Mepp, JouN CHARLES, Milton rd, Highgate, Barrister at Law Aug 15 Caapman, 
Walker & Shephard, Dover st : 

MILLER, Rev JOHN ROBERT CHARLESWORTH, Bournemouth Augl0 Scadding & 
Bodk n, Gordon st, ‘ 

MILLINGTON, HARRIET, West Cromwellrd July 30 Maxstel & Co, Lancaster 

PaGET, Lady ALFRED, Queen Anne st Aug 13 Farrer & Co, Lincoln's inn 
tle ds 

PEDDER, ' MMA, Hitchin, Herts July 31 Wade & Jack-on, Hitchin 

PENNINGTON, FREDERICK, Hyde Park terr Augl7 Nicholson & Co, Queen Anne's 


gate 

PICKETT, WILLIAM Ropert, Norwich, Merchant Sept 1 Rogers & Russell, 
Newmarket 

STEVENS, SARAH, Sway, Soitham;ton Aug 8 Druitt, Bournemouth 

rAYLOR, THOMAS, Eckinston, Derby, Joiner Augs Ifill, Eckiagton, nr Sheffield 

Tromp, ANNE VAN, Wolverhampton Ang7 Fowler & Co, Wolverhampton 

frome, BENJAMIN HUMPHRIES VAN, Hyde Park ter Aug 7 Fowlee & Co, Wolver- 
hampton 

W gITE, CAROLINE, Sh ffield Aug 22 Rodgers & Co, Sheffield 

VILLIAMSON, JAMES CASSIUS, Sydney, New South Wales Aug IL Stanley & Co, 
Essex st 

WILson, JAMES Beyson, Wolfiagton rd, West Norwool Aag 4 Hon‘-y & Honpy, 
Fenchurch st 

WINDER, AntuuRr, Lamerharst, Kent, Saddler July 31 Buss & Levett, Tunbridge 
We'ls 

WoODALL, ALFRED, Oxton, Chester Auzi0 Wilson & Cowie, Liverpool 

YONGE, EMMA FRANCES, Torquay Au:1l2 Wooldr.dge & Son, Winchester 

ZEDER, MARIE Louise, Cyril mans, Battersea Aug 13) Chip nau Walker & Shophard, 
Dover st 

London Gazette—FRIDAY, July 10. 


ADAMS, JonN, Crouch End AugiS Pearce & Sons, West 8 nithfield 

ATKINSON, THOMAS, Laughton en le Morchen, Rotheshan, Farm Aug 15 Hilditch, 
Manchester 

AUSTIN, AMBROSE, Upper Tulse hill,S.B. Auz24 Rutland, Chancery In 

BARNES, RICHARD, Whalley Augil5 Wilson & Uo, Clit ieroe 

BARTON, MARY ANN, Hove, Sussex Augil0 Pollard & Co, Brighton 

BEST, JULIA ELIZABETH, E tham, Kent Augl0 Holmes, King st 

BRISfOoW, HENRY, Wiltshire rd, Brixton AugiO Dankerton & Son, Belford row 

BUCKLEY, BakARLYY Holmfirth, Licensed Victualler Augilé Sykes & Co, Holm irth 

BURBOROUGH, Ropert, Oxford, Cab Proprietor Augl Galpin, Oxford 

BYTHWAY, MONTAGUE, D.dsbury Augl) Crowiher & Marsh, Manchester 

CAMERON, ELEANOR MARY, Lancaster gt Augl7 Pearce & Nicholis, Clemen‘’s inn 

CANTLON, Louis MATTadkEW, Melbourns, State of Victoria Aug ll L> Brasseur & 
Oakley, Carey st 

CHADWICK, SLMON, Little Heaton, Lancaster, Farmer Augi2 Simpson & Price, Man- 
chester 

CHAMBERS, ALICE Gellifor, nr Rithin July 30 Evans & Jones, Ruthin 

CLARKE, WILLIAM Bruce, Harley st Aug 11 Le Brasseur & Oakley, Carey st 

CRAXFORD, WILLIAM SAMUEL, Thurlow Park rd, West Dulwich Aug 22 Gowing, Fins- 
bury pymt 

CROSBY, MARGARET, Sunderlini July 31 Graham & Co, Sundarilant 

DAV(es, ALICE EuizA, Bary,Lancs Aug 24 Parkiason & Co, Min» ester 

BEAUMONT, ALFRED EDGARD ROBERT BOUTHILLIER DE, and LAURA BOUTAILLIER DE 
BEAUMONT, Geneva, Switzerland Sept 1 Sturges, Guildhall chmbrs, Basing- 
hall st 

DIxoN, JAMES, Heaton, Newcastle on Tyne, Blacksmith Aug 10 Dickinson & Co, 
Newcastle upon Tyn2 

DoBIE, WILLIAM SUMNER, Edzeworth, Lancs, Builder Auz 10 Dutton & Son, Bolton 

EAsTwoob, ALBERT, Halifax, Worsted Spinner Auz12 Hinchcliffe, Halifax 

EDENSOR, CLARISSA, Royal cres, Not ing Hill Aug 20 Ellis De Vesian & Co, Old 
Jewry 

EpwArps, LEvI, Wybinbury, Chester July 20 Pedley & Co, Crewe 

FANE, CAPHERINE NAYARRE, Clifton, Warw.ck July 27 Calthrop & Harvey, Spalding 
Lincs 

FELIX, JAMES, Warlockrd, Paddington Aug 17 Pearce & Nicholls, Clement's inn 

GARNETT, THOMAS BENSON, Preston, Builder Aug 8 Parkinson, Preston 

GLADSTONE, THOMAS, Lordship rd, Stoke Newingtoa, Enzipeer Ang 15 Colson, 

Copt iall av 

GODDARD, CHARLES, West Stafford, Dorset, Farmer Augé Lock & Co, Dorchester 

GRIFFIN, JOHN WHEELER, Shepton Mallet, S>merset, Conmerci al Traveller Aug 8 

Nulder, Shepton Mallet ‘ 

HAMILTON, KEGINALD Percy, Brighton Aug 2# Rydon, Cornhill 

HANKS, CHARLES, Iifor!, Essex Augl2 Coad & Cox, Old Jewry 

HAYWOOD, MARGARET LouIsA, Reigate Aug 8 Bell & Cy», Queen Vict ria st 

HEAP, SAMUEL THOMAS, TYfMMstall, Staffs, Tobaccoaist Aug 10 Llewyllyn & Son, 

Tunstall 

HELLYER, EDWARD THOMAS TREW, Isle of Wight Aug 21 Elmonds & Bullin Ports- 

mouth 

Hoper, MARY ANN, Southport Ang 11 Worden & Worden Southport 

HOMER, THERESA, Bournemouth Aug 11 Tattersall & Son, Bournemouth 

JoNes, EMMA, Swansea Aus 20 Meager & Harvis, Swan ea 

JONES, RICHARD, Swansea Auz 20 Meazer & Harris, Swansea 

KITCHIN, JOHN, Scarborough Aug 21 Turnball & Sons, Scarborough ° P 

LAWSON, JULIA CAROLINE, Glebe rd, Horasey Aug 18 Pearce & Sons, West Smith- 

field 

LEACH, CHARLOTTE, Reading Aug 11 Martin & Martin, Reading 

LEHMANN, NICOLAL NICOLAIVITOH, 8t Petersburg Aug 10 Kennedy & Co, 14, Abe 

church In x 4 

MARSHALL, JOSEPH, Harrogate, Hosier July 25 Vint & Co, Bradford 

MATTHEWS, JOHN WILLIAM, Harford, Devon Aug 22 Rooker & Co, Plymouth 

MILAND ELIZABETH, Lansiowne rd, Wimbledon Aug 21 Kut er & Co, Norfolk House, 

Norfolk st 

MITCHELL, JOSEPH, Halifax, Reed Maker Aug8 Dey, Halifax 

MorreaM, Sir RICHARD, Pendleton, Salford Aug 7 Holmes, Salfo-d 

NORMAN, DAME ALICE CLARA, Charlton Kings, Gloucester. Aug 19 Burch & Co, Spring 

srdns 

OLIV ER JOHN, Lover rd, Roterhithe, Plumber Aug 17 Pearce & Nicholls, Clement's 

inn 

OWEN, GEORGE THOMAS, Hagley, Worcester July 23 Green, Dudley 

FORCELLI, MARTHA CONSTANCE, Southampt n Aug 29 Peice & Keele, Southampton 

RANDALL, MARTHA, Clephane rd, Canonbury Aug6 Child & Son, Bedford row 

Rosson, Jacos, Newcastle upon Tyne, Contractor Aug 7 Davies & Co, Newcastle 

upon Tyne : 

SHERRATT, EDWIN, Newcastle under Lym2 Augl0 Slansy, Newcastle 

STOCK, FREDERICK CHARLES THEODORE, Blackbarn, Wine Merchant Aug 3l Read & 

Eastwood, Blackburn ; 

TAYLOR, HARRIETT, Appleby Magna, Leicester July 22 R bi ison, likeston 

TAYLOR, MICHAEL DOUGLAS, Bournemouth Ang 1L Preston & Francis, Bournemouth 

THOMAS, JAMES, Exeter Augl0 Daw & Son, Exeter ’ 

(TREADWELL, SARAH ANN, Adderbury East, Oxford July 22 Fairfax & Barield 

Banbury 

TURNER THOMAS, High Barnet, Herts Aug 31 Peacock & Co, Field ct, Gray's inn 

Voss, JOHN, Sutherland pl, Pimlico Aug 17 - Yislding & Co, Vincent sq, Westminster 

Wakp, Henry, Penkridge, Staffs Auy 20 Neve & Co, Wolverhampton 

WILD, CAROLINE, St Leonards on Sea Aug 22 Leslie & Hardy, Bedford row 

WRIGHT, NANCY, Bournemouth Septs8 Grundy & Co, Arundel st, Strand 

















MARSHALL, LUCY ANNE, Lowndes sq July 31 Trower & Co, New sq 





WYKES, JAMES, Birstall, Leicester Aug 12 Berridge & Sons, Leicester 
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Bankruptcy Notices. 


London Gazette—FripaY, Jaly 3 


ADJUDICATIONS. 


Bett, Hexyry Jon, Lambourn, Berks, Coachbuilder 
Newbury Pet June 13 Ord June 30 

BELL, JAMES, Kingston, Surrey, Solicitor Croydon Pet 
Jan 22 Ord June 25 

Bout, Joun Howarpd, Horfield, Bristul, Wanufacturer 
Agent Bristol Pet June 29 Ord Jane 29 


Ciaderfor |, Glos, Fuiterer Gloucester 


Ord June 


BONSER, WILLIAM, 


Pet June 29 9 


BRAMHALL, Hereert, Bamford, Derbyshire, Grocer 
Stockport Pet July 1 Ord July! 

BREAKWELL, EDWARD, Netherton, Worcester, Grocer | 
Dodley Pet July1 Ord July! 

CARROLL, JAMES EDWARD, Swindon, Wilts, School Teacher 
Swindon Pet July 1 Ord July! 

Crossy, Jouy, Cymmer, Porth, Glim, Pawnbroker's 
Assistant Povtypridd Pet Jane 30 Ord June 39 
FREEWAN, THOMAS MuscoTr, Stoke, Coventry, Blouse 
Manufa:tarer Coventry Pet July 1 Ord July 1 
GRRDES-HaNSEN, Ove, Watford, Shipping Agent High 

Court Pet Junel: Ord June 30 
Gray, JouUN PALMER, Silsoe, Bods, Innkeeper Bedford 


Pet July 1 Ord July 1 

HEMINGWAY, Jou, Folkestone, Grocer Canterbury Pet 
July 1 Ord July 1 

Howr, Joseru, and Maup Maroarer Howe, Liscard, 
Chester, Newsagents Birkenhead Pet June 29 Or | 
June 30 

JACKMAN, THOMAS JAMES, Gillingham, Kent, Builder 
Rochester Pet June 20 Ord Jun: 2 

Jonugs, WILLIAM, Liscard, Chester, Insurance Broker | 
Liverpool Pet Aprli 30 Ord June 30 

Kine, Joun Groner, Goodmayes, Exwex Stockbroker's 


Ord June 3) 


Clerk High Court Pet June 3 
High 


Lee GEeORGE PaILir MALCOLM, Victoria st Court 





Pet May 20 Ord June 30 

Marrior?, WILLIAM HUNT SINCLAIR, Shaftesbury rd, 
Ravenscourt Park, Illusionist Wandsworth Pet 
July 1 Ord July 1 

MorTON, EpMOND, and Freo BLLING, Nottingham, 
Builders Nottingham Pet June 2) Ord June 29 

PLOTZKER, MARCUS, Exeterrd, Brondesbury High Court 
Pet Apri! 30 Ord July 1 

PorTER, GREGORY, Southery, Norfolk, Builder King’s 
Lyno Pet June 29 Ord June 29 

PounTer, WitLuiaM, Hendon, Builder Barnet Pet 
June 30 Ord June 30 

RANSON, ALBERT, Norwich, Stock Broker Norwich Pet 
June 26 Ord June 29 

Reicu, Sanford, High Holborn, Company Pro- 
moter High Court Pet Nov. 7 Ord July 1 

REYNOLDS, Jonn, Haverfordwe:t, Groser Pembroke 
Dock Pet June 30 Ord June 30 

ROBINSON, JoSEPH, Dukinfield, Chester, Insurance Agent 
Ashton underITyne Pet June 29 Ord June 29 

SHEPHERD, JoHN, Bury, Lanss, Labourer Bolton Pet 
June 27 Ord June 27 | 

THOMAS, JOSEPH, Nuneato , Warwick, Second-hand Furni 


30 
Cycle 


Pet June 30 Orl Jane 
HERBERT, Marlow, 


92 


ture Dealer Cventry 
TIMBERLAKE, VINCENT AUBR&«Y 


Deal r Aylesbury P t June23 Ord July 1 
WIN ENBAUM, LouIs FREDERICK, Charles st, Hatton gdo, 
Diamond Merchast High Court Pet June 380 Ord 


Juve 30 
WIGGINS, FRANCIS, Woodstock, 
Pet June30 Ord June 30 
WINN, WILLIAM, Great Grimsby, 
Pet June 3) Ord Jave 39 


Oxford, Butcher Oxford 


Miller Great Grimsby 
Ane id:d No ioe substituted for that published in the 
London Gazette of June 25: 

BUTLER, RongerT HENRY, Brisley, Norfulk, Dealer Norwich 

Pet June 23 Ord June 23 
ANNULLED. 
Walsall 


ADJUDICATION 


Joun WILLIAM, Walsal, Grocer 
Annul June 24, 1914 


Cook, Adjud 
Oct 29, 1894 


| GorLies, 


London Gazette.—TUESDAY, July 7. 
RECEIVING ORDERS. 


ASHWORTH, GEORGE HENRY, Dewsbury, Fruit Salesmin 
Dewsbury Pet July 2 Ord July 2 

BASK, CHARLES Rosert, Harrogate, Ladies’ Tailor York 
Pet July 2 Ord July 2 

BELLINGHAM, WILLIAM, Burslem 
Ord July 3 

BURTON, ANNIE JANE, Hemsby, Norfolk Great Yarmouth 
Pet July2 OriJuly 2 


Hanley Pet June 19 


COLLINS’, FRANK, Old Leake, nr Boston, Linc’, Motor 
Agent Boston Pet July4 Ord July 4 

COWHAM, WALTER HENRY, Nottingham, Butcher Not- 
tiogham Pet July 3 Ord July 3 

DAVIES, WILLIAM GRIFFITH, Cardiff, Grocer Cardiff 


Pet July 1 
DOWNING, ALBERT, 
Ord July 4 
ELLISON, DANIEL, 


Ord July 1 


Blackpool Blackpool Pet July 4 


Chorlton on Medlock, Manchester, 


Hardware Merchan: Manchester Pet Junel6 Ord 
July 3 

FRANKEL, A, Beresford rd, Canonbiry, Manuficturing 
Furcier High Court vet Jun: 10 Ord July 3 


GoTLies, Lewis, Bethnal Green rd, Boot Mimu‘acturer 
High Court Pet June 10 Ord Jaly 3 


HAMMOND, ELLEN, Norwich Norwich Pet July 4 Ord 

HaroinG, E J, Brist>l, Tailor Bristol Pet June 15 Ord 
Juyl 

JOHNSON, FRANK, Ancoits, Manchester, Draper Man- 


chester Pet July3 Ord July 3 
KARRAN, WILLIAM ALEXANDER, Upper John st, Golden sq, 


Costume Manufacturer HigiCourt Pet May2l Ord 
July 3 

MARSDEN, LOLA, Thurloe sq, South Kensington High 
Court Pet Apri{l OriJuly 1 

MATTHEWS, Capt AkTaUK, Oxford st High Court Pet 
Msy 20 OdJuly2 

PARNELL, GRENVILLE NATHANIEL, Lavenham, Suffolk, 
Draner Co'cheiter Pe: July 3 O.d July 3 

toss, W C, Brixton hill, Butcher Hizh Court Pet 
June6 Ord July 2 

SIMMONDS, JOHN WILLIAM, Co'sterwor h, Lincs, Fell- 


monger’s Forem in Pet July 2 Ord 
July 2 

STOKES, HENRY FRASER, 
Pet April3 Ord July 2 

WARDINGLEY, Henry, Darlington, 
fees Pet Junel9 Ord July 3 

wHitrk, H J, Eastcheap, Produce Agent 
Pet June9 Ord July 2 


Nottingham 


MD, Highbury pl Bigh Court 


Draper Stockto) on 


High Court 


WHITE, MAURICE, Paternoster row, High Court Pct 
Mari9 Ord June 11 

WILLIAMS, BASIL Davies, Cardiff, Furniture Dealer 
Cardiff Pet July2 Ord July 2 


WILLIAMSON, HORACE, Brewer st, Regent st, Fishmonger 
=e ourt Pet May 27 Ord July 2 
Amended Notice sub:tituted for that published 
in the Lon lon Gazette of May 15. 
LISTER, JOHN WILLIAM, and GEORGE LISTER, 
Durham, Buildes Darham Pet April 20 
May 12 


Crook, 
Ord 


FIRST MEETINGS. 

BOLT, JOHN Howarbd, Horfield, 
Agent July 15 at 11.30 
sristol 

BRAMHALL, HERBERT, Ba nford, Derby, Grocer 
atll.3) Off Kec, 6, Veroon st, Stoekport 

BRIGHT, NBYVILLB L&E, Nottingham, Estate Agent July 
lé6at 3 Off Rec, 4, Castle pl, Park st, No tiazham 

CARROLL, JAMES EDWARD, Swindon, School Teacher July 
16 at 11 Off Rec, 38, Regamt cir, Swindon 

FRANKEL, A, Be.esford rd, Canonbury, Manufacturing 
Furrier July 16 at 1 Bankruptcy bidgs, Carey st 

FRESMAN, THOMAS MuscoTT, Stoke, Coven ry, Blouse 
Manufacturer July 14 at 11 Off Rec, $8, High st, 
Coventry 

Lewis, Bethnal Green rd, Boot Manvfacturer 
Juy20atil Bank uptecy bldgs, Carey st 

HIGGINS, JAMES, Aston on Trent, Derby, Ma: ket Gardener 
July 14 at 11,30 Of Roe, 12, St Peter's churchy rd, 
Derby 


Manufacturers 
26, Baldwin st, 


Bristol, 
Of Rec, 


July 15 








mows, JOSEPH, and Maup Mancaner Howr, Liscard, 
Chester Newsage ts July 16 atll Off Rec, Union 
Marine bidgs, 11, Dale st, Liverpool 

JENKINS, HARRY, S$ ran ‘lin, I of W, Contracting Cirter 
July 16at11 Off Re , 93, High st, Newp ort, lof W 

JONES, WILLIAM, Lissard Chester, Insurance Broker July 
l4atill Of Ro, Union Marine bidgs, 11, Dale st, 
Liverpool 

KARRAN, WILLIAM ALEXANDER, Upper John st, Golden sq, 
Costume Maxufacturer Ju y 20at1130 Bankruptcy 
bidgs, Carey s 

MANDERS, Horace, Birnes July 15 at 11.30 
rd, Westminster Bridge rd 

MAPEY, FREDERICK THOMAS, Thundersley, Essex, Estate 
Agent July 14at 11.30 14, Bedford row 

MARRIOT’, WILLIAM Hunt Srnciare, Shaftesbury rd, 
Ravenscoart pk, ——— Jaly 15 at 11 132, York 
rd, Westminster Bridge rd 

MARSDEN, LOLA, Thurloe South en July 
at 12 Bankruptcy bldgs, Carey st 

MATTHEWS, CAPTAIN ARTHUR, Oxford st Jnly 20 at 12.30 
jankruptcy bidgs, Carey st 


132, York 


20 


PouLTER, WILLIAM, Hendon, Builder July 14 at 11 14, 
Bedford row 

RANSON, ALBERT, Norwich, Stockbroker Ju'y 14 at 
12.30 Off Rec, 8 King st, Norwich 

Rick, ELYvN Lake, Guildford, Builder July 15 at 12 
132, York rd, Westminster Bridge rd 

RIDLEY, HERB¢RT, Hillsborough, Sheffield General 
Merchant July 14 at 12 Off Rec, Figtree In, 
Sheffield 


ROBERTS, ANNIE, Birley Carr, Sheffleld July 14 at 11.30 


Off Rec, tig ree In, Sheffield 


ROBINSON, JOSEPH, Dukinfield, Cheshire, Insurance 
Agent July 15 at 3 f Rec, Byrom st 
Man ‘hester 

Ross, W C, Brixton hill, Butcher July 15 at 12 
Bankruptcy bidgs, Carey s* 

Rupp, HAROLD M, Withernsea, Yorks, Oil Merchant 


July 15 at 11.30 Off Rec, York City Bank chmbrs, 
Lowgate, Hull 

SHEPHERD, JOHN, Tottington, nr Bury, Labourer 
at ff Rec, 19, Exchange st, Bolton 

STOKES, Henry Fraser, MD, Highbury pl July 15 at 1, 
Bankruptey bidgs, Carey st 

TIMBERLAKE, VINCENT AUBREY HERBERT, Marlow, Bucks, 
Cycle Dealer July 16 at 11.30 1, -t Aldates, Oxford 

Waits, H J, Eastcheap, Prodacs Agent July 15 at 12.30 
Bwkr«p‘cy bidgs, Garey st 

WILLIAMSON, Horace, Brewer st, Regent st, Fighmonzer 
July 15 at 11.30 Bankruptcy bldgs, Carey st 

WINN, WILLIAM, Great Grimsby, Miller July 15 at 11 
Off Rec, St Mary’s chmbrs, Great Grimsby 


July 16 


ADJUDICATIONS. 


ABRAHAMS, ARNOLD B, Haverfordwest, Cycle Dealer 
Pembroke Dock Pet June 18 Ord July 18 

ASHWORTH, GeorGE Henry, Dewsbury, Fruit Salesman 
Dewsbury Pet July2 Ord July 2 

BURTON, ANNIE JANE, Hemsby, Norfolk 
Pet Ju'y2 Ord July 2 

COLLINS, FRANK, Ol! Leake, nr Boston, Lincoln, Motor 
Agent Boston Pet July 4 Ord July 4 

COWHAM, WALTER Henry, N /ttiagham, Butcher Not- 
tingham Pet July 3 Ord July 3 

Cox, EBENEZER, The Outer Temple, Accountant High 
Court Pet Jani9 Ord July 3 


Great Yarmouth 


DONALD, GEORGE, Blackpo>!, Plumber Blackpool Pet 
June ll Ord July 3 

DOWNING, ALBERT, Blackpool Blackpool Pet July 4 
Ord July 4 

FEAR, HARRY AUGUSTUS, ry av, Fulham High 


Court Pet July 2 Ord Aug 

FRIEND. RICHARD LANGDON, Horetord, Builder Hereford 
Pet June 18 Oid July 4 

GarneyY, THomas H ,Ewhur-t, Sussex, Farmer 
Pet Junell Ord July 3 

Greeg, WILLIAM Georct, Hitchin, Herts, Crelit Draper 
High Court Pet June18 Ord July 3 

HAMMOND, ELLEN, Norwich Norwich Pet July 4 Ord 
July 4 

Hvucues, Hueg Avevustos, St Dunstan's hill 
High Court Pet May ill Ord July 3 


Hastings 


Eastcheap 
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24, 


FUND, LIMITED, 


ESTABLISHED IN 1890. 


MOORGA TSE STREET, LOWDOWN, =z.o. 


LICENSES INSURANCE. 
SPECIALISTS IN ALL LICENSING MATTERB. 
Upwards of 750 Appeals to Quarter Sessions have been conducted under the direction and supervision of the Corporation. 
Suitable Clauses for insertion in Leases or Mortgages of Lic:nsed Property, Settled by Counsel, will be sent on 


application. 


The Corporation also 


POOLING INSURANCE. 
insures risks in connection with FIRE, CONSEQUENTIAL LOSS, 


BURCLARY, WORKMEN’S COMPENSATION, FIDELITY CUARANTEE, THIRD PARTY, &o., under 


a perfected Profit-sharing system. 


APPLY FOR PROSPECTUS. 
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JENKINS, HARRY, Shanklin, I of W, Contracting Carter | 
Newport and Ryde Pet June 12 Ord July4 

JOHNSON, FRANK, Manche:ter, Draper Manchester Pet 
July 3 Ord July3 

JoserPH, J H, Sefton Park, Liverpool, 
Pet May 15 Ord July 2 

JUKES, Percy V, and Basi, M James, Cardiff, Penny 
Bazaar Proprietors Cardiff Pet May 19 Ord July2 

KLECHEWSKY, NATHAN, White st, Moorfields, Merchant 
High Court Pet June 6 Ord July 3 

PARNELL, GRENVILLE NATHANIEL, Lavenham, 
Draper Colchest r Pet July3 Ord July 8 

RIDLEY, HERBERT, Hillsbo ough, Sheffield, General Mer- 
chant Sheffield Pet May 15 Ord July 3 

SHAPIRA, HERMAN, Warrington, Gene:al Draper 
rington Pet Junel2 Ord July 4 

SIMMONDS, JOHN WILLIAM, Colsterworth, Lincs, 
monger’s Foreman Nottingham Pet vuly 2 
July 2 

SMITH, H, Stoney In, Houndsditch, Clothier 
Pet May12 Ord July 2 


Traveller Liverpool 


Suffolk 


War- 





Fe)l- 
Ord 


High Court 


j 

WHITE, SAMUEL BIOLOGLOWSKI, Fann st, Furrier High | 

Court Pet May 20 OrdJuly 4 j 
WILLIAMS, Bast. Davies, Ca diff, Furniture Dealer Car- 


diff Pet Jduly2 Ord July 3 
WILLIAMSON, HORACE, — st, Regent st, Fishmonger 
High Ccurt Pet May 2 ond July 4 


ADJUDICATION ANNULLED. 


SHERMAN, THOMAS FOTHERGILL, Monton Green, nr Ecc’es, 
Lancs Salford Adjud April 27,1904 Annul Jane 23 
1914 


London Gazetle—FRIDAY, July 10. 
RECEIVING ORDERS. 


ADLER, CECIL, Throgmorton av, Solicitor High Court 
Pet May 28 Ord July 7 

ALLEN, LESLI£, Harrogate, Turf Accountant York Pet 
May 20 Ord July 6 

BAKER, JOHN BERNARD, 
Manufacturer Brmiogham 

BARRIERE, ALCIDE, Liverpool 
Ord Jaly 7 

BEDBROOK, ARTHUR WILLIAM JESSETT, Chatsworth gdns, 
Acton, Engineer Wandsworth PetJuly7 Ord July7 

BILL, HARRY, Wolverhampton, Carpenter Wolverhampton 
Pet July 6 Ovd July 6 

BLIGHT, RASLEIGH, High rd, Tottenham, Provision Dealer 
Edmonton PetJuly8 Ord July 8 

BONING, ROBERT JAMES, Kidderminster, Solicitor Kid- 
derminst r Pet June 25 Ord July 8 

Bonney, LILLEY, York York Pet July8 Ord Jaly 8 

BURGESS, GRANVILLE, Bury st, Electrical Engineer High 
Court Pet June2) Ord July 7 

COLVILLE, WILLIAM Roy, Hoyland, 
Barnsley Pet July6 Ord July 6 

Criprs, JAMES SIDNEY, Say ay, Greenford Park, Builder 
Wintsor Pet May8 Crd July 

CROOKSHANK, FRANCIS GRAHAM, w impole st, Consu ting 
Physician High Court Pet July 8 Ord "July 8 

CURD, ERNEST, Wateringbury, Kent, Painter Maidst-ne 
Pet July 7 Ord July7 

FLETCHER, HENRY, Grantham, Storez Labourer Notting- 


Birmingham, Leather Goods 
Pet July 6 Ord July 6 
High Court Pet June 17 


ur Barnsley, Grocer 


ham Pet July 6 Ord July 6 

GARNER, FREDERICK WILLIAM, and SHIRLEY WILLIAM 
PARTRIDGE, Leicester, Boot Manufacturers Leicester 
Pet July1 Ord July 6 

HARGREAVES, HENRY, Nelson, Lancs, Toy Dealer Burnley 
Pet July 7 Ord July 7 

HARRISON, ALBERT Kpwarp, Southend on_ Sea, 


Ord July 8 


Draper Chelmsford Pet July 2 
av, Wood Green 


HEAD, GEORGE THOMAS, Spencer 
Edmonton Pet June 5 Ord July 6 

HILL, JoHN THOMAS, Epworth, Lincs, Farmer Sheffield 
Pet July 6 Ord July 6 

HILLYER, Dyson, Windmill way, Ruislip Manor, Middix, 
Builder Windsor Pet May 8 Ord July 7 

HUNTER, ARTHUR SAMUEL, Luton, Beds, Grocer 
Pet July 7 Ord July 7 

JEFFERSON, HERBERT, Derby, Draper Derby Pet June 30 
Ord July 6 

JOWETT, ALBERT, Ringby, Halifax, 
Halifax Pet July 6 0O.d July 6 

LEME, D JOSE DU CAMARA, Ladbroke gdns, Notting Hill 
High Court Pet Mar 13 Ord July 8 

LEW18, JENKIN, Maesteg, Glam, Colliery Repairer Cardiff 
Pet July 7 Ord July7 

LISTER, NEWSOME, Gawthorpe, O:s tt, Yorks, Pig Dealer 
Dewsbury Pet July8 Ord July 8 

LOEWENSTEIN, E, Powyscourt, South Streatham, Com- 
pany Dir.ctor Wandsworth Pct May 20 Ord Julys 

MC.OUGHLIN, JAMES ANDREW, Henley in Arden, War- 
wick Birm-ngham Pet July 7 Ord July 7 


Luton 


Stone Merchant 


PALEY, HERBERT, Hud 'ersfield, Journeyman Slater 
Huddersfield Pet July7 Ord July 7 
PARSONS, CHARLES FREDERICK, Broughton rd, Stoke 


Newington, Builder Edmonton Pet July 7 Ord 
July 7 

PIsDER, HERBERT GEORGE, Kingston upon Hull, Insurance 
Agent P me ong upon Hull Pet July 7 Ord July “. 

Poaal, EG Gorvon, Broad st pl High Court Pet May 5 
Ord July 

PoPLE, EDWAKD, Portsmouth, Watchmaker 
Pet July 6 Ord July 6 

FRESTON, WILLIAM THOMAS, Birmiogham, Property Re- 
pairer Birmingham Pet July6 Ord July 6 


Portsmouth 


ROLLER, ALEXANDER H&RBERT, Bray, Berks Wiudsor 
Pet July7 Ord July 7 

SALES, CHARLES, Birmingham Birmingham Pet July 7 
Ord July 7 


Leicester, M ae turing 
O'd July 
Solicitor = 


SMITH, HERBERT ALDERSON, 
Chemist Leicester Pet June 17 

TARN, FRANK GERARD, Devonport, 
Pet June 13 Ord July 7 








IMPORTANT 














ei 








NEW WORK 








The DIRECTOR’S 
HANDBOOK 








DIRECTOR’ 


HANDBOO 


By W. H. BEHRENS 


Solicitor) 


has been compiled for 
the use of Directors of 
Joint Stock Companies, 
It is arranged in a 
handy and_ concise 
form, and written in 
language easily under- 








standable by the lay 
reacer. The book 
treats of the whole 


duty and conduct of a 

irector during the life 
of a Company, with 
special attention to 














Obtainable through all 
Booksellers or direct 
from the Publishers, 


93 94, LONG ACRE, 


JUST READY. Clo. gilt, '7 /G net, post free 


ODHAMS LIMITED, 


LONDON, W.C. 


statements in the 
prospectus and the 
ascertainment of 
profits. 


INDISPENSABLE TO 
DIRECTORS 


Invaluable to Solicitors, 





























Accountants and others, 


Whee 








TAYLOR, ABRAHAM JERMANSRY, Blackpo»), General Dealer | —— FRANK, Manchester, Draper July 17 at 3 Off 


Leeds Pet May 30 Ord July 6 
YounG, WILLIAM, Bedford, Coal Merchant 
July 8 Ord July 3 


Bedford 


MEETINGS. 


Haverfordwest, 
Of Rec, 


FIRST 

ABRAHAMS, ARNOLE B, 
Dealer July 17 at 12.30 
marthen 

ADLER, CECIL, Throgmorton av, 
Bankrupt:y bidgs, Carey st 

ALLEN, LESLIE, Harrogate, Tu:f Accountant July 21 at 
3°30 Off Rec, The Red House, Duncombe pl, York 

ASHWObTH, GEORGE HENRY, Dewsbury, Fruit Salesman 
July 17 at ll Off Rec, Bank chmbrs, Corporativn st, 
Dewsbury 

BAKER, JOHN BERNARD, Birminghan, 
M.nufacturer July 22 at 11.30 
191. Corporation st, Birmingham 


Pembroke, Cycle 
4, Queen st, Car- 


Solicitor July 23 at 11 


Leather Goods 
Ruskin chmbrs, 


BARRIERE, ALCIDE, Liverpool, Gentleman July 21 at 11 
Bankrupt ‘y bldgs, Carey st 
BASE, CHARLES ROBERT, Harrogate, Ladies’ Tailor July 


21 at 2.30 Off Rec, The Red House, Duncombe pl, 
York 

BEDBROOK, ARTHUR WILLIAM JESSETT, Chatsworth gduns, 
Acton, Engi.eer July 17 at 11 132, York rd, West- 
minster Bridge rd 

BELL, HENRY JOHN, Lambourne, Berks, 
July 20at12 1, St Aldate’s, Oxford 

BELLINGHAM, WILLIAM, Burslem, Staffs 
Off Kec, King st, Newcastle, Staffs 

BILL, HARRY, Wolve: hampton, Carpenter 

Rec, 30, Lichfield st, Wolverhampton 

BONSER, WILLIAM, Cinderford, Glos, Fruiterer 
at12 Off Rec, Station rd, Gloucester 

BREAKWELL, EDWARD, Netherton, Worcester, 
July 20at12 Off Rec, 1, Priory st, Dudley 

BROWNE, E. MONTEAGLE, Palace gt Ju!y 21 at11.30 Bank- 
ruptcy bidgs, Carey st 

BURGESS, GRANVILLE, Bu'y st, Electrical Enginee 
23 at 11 Bankruptcy bldgs, varey st 

COLVILLE, WILLIAM Roy, Hoyland, nr Barnsley, 
July vo at 10.30 Off Rec, Cou ty Court Hall, 
st (Eas'gate entrance) Barnsley 

COWAN, WALTER HENRY, Nottingham, Batcher July 2) at 
11 Off Rec, 4, Castle pl, Park st, Nottingham 

CROOKSHANK, FRANCIS GRAHAM, Wimpole st, Consulting 


Coach Builder 
July 17 at 12 
July 2lat 12 
July 18 


Grocer 


July 


Grocer 
Regent 


Physician July 23at1 Bankruptcy bldge, Carey st 

CURD, ERNEST, Wateringbury, Kent, Painter July 22 at 
12 9, King st, Maidstone 

DAVIES, WILLIAM, Carditf, Grocer Juy 21 at 2.30 117, 
St Mary st, Cardiff 

DONALD, GEORGE, Blackpoo', Plumber July 20 at 11 
Off Rec, 13, Winckley st, Preston 


DOWNING, ALBERT, Blackpool 20 at 11.30 Off Ree, 
13, Winckley st, Preston 

GARNER, FREDERICK WILLIAM, and SHIRLEY WILLIAM 
PARTRIDGE, Leicester, Boot Manufacturers July 20 
at3 Off Rec, 1, Berridge st, Leicester 

GRAY, JOHN PALMER, Silsoe, Beds, Innkeeper 
10.3) Shire Hall, Bedford 

HAMMOND, ELLEN, Norwich 
8, King st, Norwich 

HARDEE, WILLIAM, Port Talbot, 
Manufacturer July 17 at 11 
bldgs, St Mary's st, Swanse. 


July 


July 21 at 
July 18 at 12.30 Off Rec, 


Glam, Mineral Water 
Off Rec, Government 


Pet | 


» By rom st, Manchester 
Jowgrn. ALBE RT, Ringby, Halifax, Stone Merchant July 
17 at 11.45 County Court House, Prescott st, Halifax 
LEME, D Jose DU CAMARA, Ladbroke gdns, Notting Hill 


July 20 at 1 Bankruptcy bidgs, Carey st 
McLOUGHLIN, JAMES ANDREWS, Henley in Arden, 
Warwick July 20at12 Ruskin chmbrs, 191, Corpora- 


tion st, Birmingham 
MIZEN, Ebw ARD, Aberavon, Glam, Underground Labourer 
July 17 at 12 Off Ree, G_v.rnment bldgs, St Mary st 
Swansea 
MoRTON, EDMUND, 
Builders July 2) at 12 
Nottingham 
PARNELL, GRENVILLE NATHANIEL, Lavenham, Suffolk, 
Draper July 22at3 Off Rec, 36, Princes st, Ipswich 
PIN ER, HERBERT GEORGE, Kingston upon Hull, Insurance 
Agent Juy 21 at 11.30 Off Rec, York City Bank 
chmbrs, Lowgate. Hull 
Poaal, EG GorDon, Broad st pl 
ruptcy bidgs, Carey st 
PoPLE EvWARD, Portsm uth, Watchmaker July 20 at 12 
Off Rec, Car nbr idge junc, High st, Portsmouth 
PORTER, GREGORY , Southery, Norfolk, Builder July 17 at 


Nottingham, 
Park s*, 


BILLING, 
4, Castle pl, 


and FRED 
Ulf Rec, 


Juy 22 at 11 Bank- 


11.30 Court House, King’s Lynn 

"PRESTON, WILLIAM THOMAS, Birmingham, Property 
Repairer July 20 at 11.30 Ruskin chmbra, 191, Cor- 
poration st, Birmingham 

REYNOLDS, JOHN, Haverfordwe t, Grocer July 17 at 3 
Off Rec, 4, Queen st, Carmarthen 

SALES, CHARLEs, Birmingham July 22at 12 Ruskin 
chmbrs, 191, Corporation st, Birmingham 

SHAPIRA, HERMAN, Warringto:, General Draper July 17 
at 3.40 Off*Rec, Byrom st, Manchester 

SIMMONDS, JOHN WILLIAM, Colsterworth, Lincs, Fell- 
monger’s Foreman July 20 at 11.30 Off Rec, 4, 


Castle p!. Park st, Nottingham 


Leicester, Manufacturing 


SMITH, HBRBERT ALDERSON, 
Chemist July 20 at 12 Off Rec, 1, Berridge st, Lei- 
oester 


Port Suvlight, Chester, Managing 


TATE, JOHN EDWARD, 
Off Kec, Union Marine bidgs, 


Director July li at 11 
11, Dale st, Liverp ol 
TAYLOR, ABRAHAM JERMANSKY, 
Dealer July 2lat11 Off Rec, 
WALKER, RALPH, Darlington July 21 at 11.30 
Court chmbrs, Albert rd, Middlesbrough 


Blackpo 1, General 
24, Bond st, Leeds 
Off Rec 


WHITE, MAURICE, Paternoster row July 22 at 12 Bank- 
ruptcy bldgs, Carey st 
WILLIAMS, BASIL Davies, Cardiff, Furniture Dea‘er July 


2lat 3 11°, St Mary st, Cardiff 


ADJUDICATIONS., 
BERNARD, Birmingham, 
Brmingham Pet July 6 


WILLIAM § JESSETT, 
Wandsworth Pet July 7 


Leather Goods 
Ord July 6 
Chatsworth 
Ord 


BAKER, JOHN 
Manufacturer 

BEDBROOK, ARTHUR 
gdns, Acton, Engineer 
Jaly 7 

BELLINGHAM, WILLIAM, 
Ord July 6 

BLL, MUARRY, 


Burslem Hanley Pet June 19 


Wolverhampton, Carpenter Wolver- 
hampton Pet July 6 Ord July 6 

BURNABY, EUSTACE HoTHaM, Churton st, Theatrical 
Manager High Court Pet June 15 Ord July7 

COLVILLE, WILLIAM Roy, Hoyland, nr Barnsley, Grocer 
Barnsley Pet July 6 Ord July 6 
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Curp, Eanest, Wateringbury, Kent, Painter Maidstone 


Pet July 7 Ord July 7 


ELLISON, DANIEL, Manchester, Hardware Merchant Man- 


ch ster Pet Junel6 Ord July 7 
FITZGERALD, EDWARD, St James ct, Bucking’ am Gate 
High Court Pet April23 Ord July 7 


FLETCUE (, HENRY, Grantham, Stores Labourer Notting 








ham PetJuly 6 Ord Jaly 6 
GARNE, FREDERICK “WILLIAM, and SHIRLSY WILLIAM 
PARTRIDGE, Leivester, Bo t Manufacturers Leicester 
Pet July 1 Ord July 6 
Gisney, JosErH, Liverpool, Salvage Contractor Birken 
head Pet May18 Ord July 6 
GorT.Lies, Lewis, Bethnal Green rd, Boo Manufacturer 
High Court Pet JanelO Od July 8 
HARGREAVES, HENRY, Nelson, Lancs, Toy and Smallware 
Dealer Burnley Pet July nd Jnly 7 
HILL, JoHN THOMAS, Epworth, Linco Farmer Sheffield 
Pet July 6 Ord July 6 
HUNTER, ARTHUR SAMURL, Luton, Beds, Grocer Lutor 
Pet July 7 Ord July7 
JOWRTT, ALBERT, Halifax, Stone Merchant Halifax Pet 
July 6 Ord July 6 
KERRIDGE, FREDERICK WALTER, Rathbone High Court 
Pet May 8 Ord July 8 
LENTON, AUGUSTINE WILLIAM, Edmonton, Draver Ed 
monton Pet Junel7 Ord July8 
LEWIS, JENKIN, Maesteg, Glam, Colliery Repairer Cardiff 
July 7 Ord July 7 
LisTER, NEWSOME, Gawthorpe, Ossett, Yo ks, Pig and 
Poultry Dealer Dewsbury Pet July8 Ord July 8 
MCLOUGHLIN, JAMES ANDREW, Hen’ey in Arden, War- 
wick Birmingham Pet July 7 Ord Jaly 7 
MERREDEW, GEORGE EpWARD, Eafield E.monton Pet 
May 25 Ori July 7 
PALEY, Hersert, Huddersfield, Journeyman Slater Hul 
dersfield Pet Jaly 7 Ord July 7 
PINDER, HERBERT GEORGE, Kingston upon Hull, losu 
ance Agent Kingston upon Hull Pet July 7 Ord 
July 7 
PorLe, EDWARD, Portsmouth, Watchmaker Portsmouth 
Pet July 6 Ord July 6 
PRESTON, WILLIAM THOMAS, Birmingham, Property 
Repairer Birmingham Pet Jaly 6 Ord July 6 
ROLLER, ALEXANDER HEekRERT, Bray, Berks Windsor 
Pet July 7 Ovd July 7 
SALkS, CHARLES, Birmingham Birmingyam Pet July 7 
Ovd July 7 
TAYLOR, ABRAHAM JERMANSKY, Bla:kpvol, General 
Dealer Leeds Pet May 80 Ord July 7 
WARDINGLEY, HENKY, Darlington, Draper Stockton on 
Tees Pet June 19 Ord July 7 
Youn@, WILLIAN, Badford, Coal Merchant Bedford Pet 
July 8 Ord Juiys 
ADJUDICATION ANNULLED 
MCALLISTER, HENRIETTA, ANN KERR MCALLISTER and 
MARY MCALLISTER, Harrogate, Spinsters York 
Adjud Nov 23, 1911 Annul July 7, 114 
London Gazett PUESDAY, July 14. 
RECEIVING ORDERS 
ARDLI EDWARD, Wormwod st, Contractor High 
Court Pet July 10 Ord July 10 


BRouGHTON, HARRY FosTER WINN, File 
Scarborough Pet July 9 Ord July 9 
CAUDLE, Henry Joun, High rd, Tottenhan, 
Edmonton Pet July 9 Ord July9 
CHAMBRES, HENRY (, Eastham, Chester 
Liverpool Pet June Ord July 0 
DENTON, GEORGE JAMES /oskrH, Wollaston, Northampton 


, Yorks, Jewel'er 
Fishmonger 


Stockbroke1 


Boot Manufacturer Northampton Pet June 24 Ord 
July 11 

DRAVER, GHORGE ARTHUR, Coulsdon, Surrey, Journalist 
Croydon Pet July 8 Ord Julys 

DUNSTAN, CHARLES, Cardiff, Road Contractor Cardiff 
Pet June 23 Ord July 7 

EDWARDS, EDWIN, Great Castle st, Oxford cir, Commercial 


10 Ord July lo 
Fast Finchley, Uphol 


Traveller HighCourt Pet June 
GABRIEL, FREDERICK WILLIAM, 


eterers Trimming Maunufacturer High Court Pet 
July lv Ord July 10 

GOODALL, FRANK Jous, High rd, Streatham Uigh Court 
Pet Jan 24 Ord July lwo 

GRAY, JoserH DUNCAN, Yaxley, Hunts, Ulacksmith Peter 
borough Pet July il Ord July 11 

GRE T SASTERN UPHOLSTERING COMPANY, Sclater st 
Bethnal Green High Court Pet June t2 Ord July 10 

GRIFFITHS, HENKY GEORGE, Kedale, Yorks, Laundry Pro- 
prietor Northallerton Pet Jalys Ord July $ 

HADLEY, FELIX. Conwsey, Carnarvon, Market Gardener 
Bangor Pet July 4 Ord July 9 

Howsk, FREDERICK THOMAS, Tower Bridge rd, Butcher 
High Court Pet June Ord July 10 


JouNsON, THOMAS HARRY, Esmeralda rd, Bermondsey 
Baker High Court Pet Junes8 Ord July 10 

Jones, JAMES. Newport, Mon, Ironumonger Newport, 
Mon Pet July 10 Ord July 10 

KIneston, JouN Surtees, and W BAze.t, Hounslow 
Tailors Brentford Pet June23 Oru July 9 


MALPASS, RICHARD JAMES, Hanley, Clothier Hanley Pet 
July 9 Ord July 10 

MONTALDI, VicToR AMEDE), Ponteland, Nor: humberland, 
Coa' Exporter Newcastle upon Tyne Pet June 22 
Ord July 10 


NAULLS, CHARLES BARR, Great Grimsby, Grocer Great 
Grins>y Pet Jaly 9 Ord Jal; 9 

Overton, Taomas, Port Talb>:, Glam, Baker Neath and 
Aberavon PetJulvy il Ord Jaly ll 


Pocock, FREDERICK WILLIAM NOBEL, Swindon, Oi) and 
Hardware Merchant Swindon Pet July Il Ord 
July 11 

POTTER, GEORGE WILLIAM, Romford, Stonemason 
ford Pet Jaly9 Ord July? 

RIDLEY, HENKY, Bury St Edmunds, Leather Seller 

bridge Pet July 9 Ord July 9 


Chelms- 


Vam- 








| 











SPENCER, THOMAS, Halifax, Restaurant Keeper Halifax 
Pet July 9 Ord July 9 
SUMNER, WILLIAM Gronres, Studley, Warwickshire, Coal 
Merchant Warwick Pet May5 Ord July 6 
Louis PuHitirs WILsoN, Tavistock, 
Farmer Plymouth Pet July 11 Ord July 11 
TAYMAN, ALBERT JAMES, Nately Scures 
Winchester PetJuly 9 Ord July 9 
UNWIN, CHARLES HAROLD, Woolwich, High Court 
April 24 Ord July 9 
WARD, THOMAS WILLIAM, Ranby, 
Lincoln Pet July 8 Ori July 8 
WESTLAKE, F, and J GRauaM, Earlsfield, Builders 
worth Pet Feb 18 Ord July 9 
WILLIAM’, THOM s Wickford, Essex 
June il Ord July 9 
+, JAMES, Harrow rd 
July 9 


STEVENS Devon, 


Pet 


Notts, Newsagent 


Wands- 


High Court Pet 


Wo High Court PetJunsis Ord 


Amended Notice substituted for that published in the 
London Gazette of June 12; 


EDWARDS, Rev HENRY MARSH-MARSH, Guildford Guaild- 

ford Pet May 1 Ord June 9 
FIRST MEETINGS. 

ARDLEY, EDWARD, Wormwool st, Contractor July 24 
at 11 Bankruptcy bidgs, Carey st 

BLIGHT. RASLEIGH, High rd, Tottenham, Provision 
Dealer July 23 atill 14, Bedford row 

BONNEY, Linurk, York July zl at 4 Off Rec, The Red 
House, Duncombe pl, York 

BURTON, ANNIE JANE, Hemsby, Norfolk July 22 at 12.30 
Olf Rec, 8, King st, Norwich 


CAUDLE, HENRY JOUN, High rd, Tottenham, Fishmonger 


July 23 at 11.30 14, Bedford row 

CULLINS, FRANK, Old Leake, nr Boston, Lincs, Motor 
Agent July 23 at 12°15 Of Rec, 4 and 6, West at, 
Boston 

CRIPPS, JAMES SIDNEY, Kings av, Greenford Park, Middlx, 
Builder July 2lat ll 14, Bedford row 

DRAPER, GEORGE ARTHUR, Coulsdon, Surrey, Journalist 
July 22atll 152, York rd, Westminster Bri ige rd 





EL.WARD DWIN, Great Castle st, Oxford cir, Commercial 
Traveller July 24at 12 Bankruptcy bldgs, Carey st 
ISON, DANIEL, Manchester, Hardware Merchant July 
at 3) Olf Rec, Byrom st, Manchester 
EVANS, WILLIAM H, Bromborough, Che-ter July 21 at 11 
Of Rec, Union Marine bidgs, 11, Dale st, Liverpool 
FLETCHER, HENRY, Grantham, Stores Labourer July 22 
at lt Off Rec, 4, Castle pl, Park st, Nottingham 
GABRIEL, FREDERICK WILLIAM, East Finchley, Up»ol- 
sterer’s Trimming Manufacturer July 27 at 1 Bank- 









ruptcy bldgs, Carey st 

GIBNEY, JOsePHu, Liverpool, Salvage Contractor July 22 
ut 11 Off Rec, Union Marine bidgs, 11, Dale st, Liver- 
pool 

GOODALL, FRANK JOHN, High rd,Streatham July 27 at 11 


Bankruptcy bldga, Carey st 


FIARDING, Ernest JonN, Bristol, Tailor July 22 at 
11.3) Off Rec, 26, Baldwin st, Bristol 

HARGREAVES, Henry, Nelson, Lanes, Toy and Small- 
ware Dealer July 22 at 3.45 Lord Nelson Hotel, 
Nelson 


HEAD, GEORGE THOMAS, Wood Green 
14, Bedford row 
HEWITT, GORDON FLETCHER 


July 21 at 10.3) 


Deodar rd, Putney, Cinema- 


tograph Film; Producer, Breutford July 21 at 12 14, 
Bedford row 
HILL, JOHN THOMAS, Epworth, Lincoln, Farmer July 21 





at 12 OffRec, Figtree In, SheMeld 
HiILLYER, Dyson, Windmill way, Kuislip Manor, Builder 
July 21 at 11 14, Bedford row 
&B, FREDERICK THomAs, Tower Bri!lge rd, Butch-r 
July 27a5 12 Bankruptcy bidgs, Carey st 
reR, ARTHUR SAMUEL, Luton, Beds, Grocer July 24 








HiuN 
at 12 Off Rec, The Parade, Northampton , 

JEFFERSON, HERBERT, Derby, Draper July 21 at 12 Off 
Kee Peter's Church yd, Derby 

JouNnsoN, THOMAS HARRY, Esmeralda rd, Bermondsey, 
Baker July 27 at 11°30 Bankruptcy bidgs, Carey st 

JONES, ITHAMAR, Prince of Wales rd, Battersea, Cotton 
Merchant Already held Off Rec, Union Marne bidgs, 
11, Dale st, Liverpool 

LisTER, NEWSOME, Ossett, Yorks, Pig and Poultry Dcaler, 
July 21 at 11 Off Rec, Bank chmbrs, Corporation st, 


Dewsbury 
MALPASS, RicHARD JAMES, Hanley, Clothier 
45 North Stafford Hotel, Stoke on Trent 


July 22 at 


NAULLS, CHARLES BARR, Great Grimsby, Groc r July 21 
at 1L Off Rec, St Mary's chmbrs, Great Grimsby 
PALEY, Hersert, Huddersfield, Journeyman Slater July 


lat 3 Law Society's Room, Imperial Arcade, New 
t, Huddersfield 

PARSONS, CHARLES FREDERICK, Highbury pk, Builder 
July Zi at 11.30 14, Bedford row 


ROBERTS, ERNEST WILLIAM, Sheffie!d, Commission 
July 2! at 11.80 Off Rec, Figtree In, Sheffie'd 

ROLLER, ALEXANDER HERBERT, Bray, Berks July 23 at 
12 14, Bedford row 

SPENCER, THOMAS, Halifax, Restaurant Keeper July 22 
atll County Court House, Prescott st, Halifax 

TAYMAN, ALBERT JAMES, Nately Scures, Hants Carrier 
July 22 at 12 Off Rec, Midland Bank chmbra, High 
st, Southampton 

UNWIN, CHARLES HAROLD, Woolwich 
Bankruptcy bidgs, Carey st 

WARD, THOMAS WILLIAM, Ranby, Notts, Newsagent 
July 24 at 12 Off Rec, 10, Bank st, Lincoln 

WIGGINS, FRANCIS, Woodstock, Oxford, Butcher 
at 3.30 1,8t Al igate’s, Oxford 

WILLIAMS, THOMAS, Wickford, 
Bankruptcy bldgs, Carey st 

Woops, JAMES, Harrowrd July 22 at 11.30 
bldgs, Carey st 

YouNne, WILLIAM, Bedford, Coal Merchant 

Shire Hall, Bedford 


Agent 


July 22 at 12.30 


July 22 


Essex Jaly 23 at 11 


Bankruptcy 


July 21 at 10 





Flants, Carrier 





ADJUDICATIONS. 


ALLEN, Henry WILLIAM, Southsea, Hints, Stationer 
Portsmouth Pet June 25 Ord July 9 
ARDLEY, EDWARD, Wormwood st, Contractor 

Pet Jaly 10 Ord July 10 


High Court 


BASE, CHARLES Ropeat, Harrogate, Ladies’ Tailor, York 
Pet July 2 Ord July 10 

BLIGHT, RASLEIGH, Hizh rd, Tottenham, P.ovision 
Dealer, Edmonton Pet July 8 Ord July 11 


BONNER, LILLIv, York York Pet July 8 Ord July 8 


BROUGHTON, HARRY FosreR WINN, Filey, Yorks, 
Jeweler Scarvorough Pet July 9 Ord Jalyo 
BURGESS, URANVILLE, Bury st, Elect ical Engiaese High 


Court Pet June 20 Ged July 10 

CAUDLE, HENRY JOuN, High rd, Tottenham, Fishmong r 
Edmonton PetJuly9 Ord July 9 

Cripps, JAMES SIDNEY, King’s av, Greenford Park, Builder 
Windsor Pet Mays Ord Jaly 10 

DENTON, GEORGE JAMES JOSEPH, Wollaston, Northampton 
Boot Manufacturer Northampton PetJune 24 Ord 
July 11 

DRAPER, GEORGE ARTHUR, Coul:don, Surrey, 
Croydon PetJuly 8 Ord July 8 

EDWARDS, Rev HENRY MARSH-MARSH, Guildford 
ford Pet May1l Ord July 7 

ERSKINE, ESME STANDISH, Spratton, Northampton 
Court Pet Mar 26 Ord July 10 

FLINT, JAMES, Haslemere, Surrey Guildford Pet May 16 
Ord July 7 

GABRIEL, FREDERICK WIéLLIAM, Eist Finchley, Uphol- 


Journalist 
Guild- 


High 


sterer’s Trimmiig Manufacturer High Court Pet 
July 10 Ord July 10 
GRAY, JOSEPH DUNCAN, Yaxley, Hunts, Baacksmith Peter- 


borough Pet July 11 Ord July 11 
GRIFFITUS, HENRY GEORGE, Bedale, Yorks, Laundry Pro- 


prietor Northallertou PetJuly 8 Ord July 8 
GRUBB, FREDERIC ERNEST, St James’ st High Court Pet 
Dec 19 Ord July 9 
HEAD, GEORGE THOMAS, Spencer av, Wood Green Edmon- 


ton PetJune5 Ord July 9 

HILLYER, DYSON, Windmill way, Ruislip Manor, Builder 
Windsor Pet May8 Ord July 10 

KARRAN, WILLIAM ALEXANDER, Upper John st, Golden 
sq, Costume Manufacturer High Court Pet May 21 
Ord July 9 

LOEWENSTEIN, E, South Streatham 
Director Wandsworth Pet May 20 

NAULLS, CHARLES BARR, Great Grimsby, Grocer 
Grimsby PetJuly9 Ord July 9 


com, Com:any 
Ord July 10 
Great 


OVERTON, THOMAS, Port Talbot, Glam, Baker Neath Pet 
July 1t Ord July 11 ’ 
PARSONS, CHARLES, FREDERICK, Highbury pk, Builder 


Ed vonton Eet July7 Ord July 10 3 
Pocock, FRELERICK WILLIAM NoBgL, Swindon, Oil and 


Hurdware Merchant Swindon Pet July 11 Ord 
July 11 

POTTER, GEORGE WILLIAM, Romford, Stonemason Che'ms- 
ford Pet July 9 Ord July 9 

Rice, ELV¥YN Laks, Guiliford, Builder Guildford Pct 
June 26 Ord July 10 

SPENCER, THOMAS, Halifax, Restaurant Keeper Halifax 


Pet July 9 Ord July 9 
Stevens! Louis PHILIPS WILSON, 
Farmer Plymouth Pet July 11 
STOKES, Henry Fraser, MD, Highbury pl 
Pet April3 Ord July 9 
SYMINGTON, JAMES, Dowlsis, 


Tavi-tock Devon, 
Ord July 11 
High Court 


Merthyr Tydfil, Provision 


Dealer Merthyr Tydfil Pet June 10 Ord July9 
TANNER, HELEN ADELA, Stanhops gdns, Kensington, 
Flo:ist High Court Pet May 15 Uru July 9 


CAYMAN, ALBERT JAMES, Nately Scure3, Hants, Carrier 
Winchester Pet July 9 Ord July9 
TOWNSEND, CHARLES COLLINGWOOD, Camberley, 
Guildford Pet April17 Ord July 7 
WALKER RALPH, Variington Stockton on Tees 
4 Ord July 9 
WARD, THOMAS 
Lincoln Pet July 8 


Surrey 
Pet Jun: 
Newsigent 


WILLIAM, Kany, Notts, 
Ord July 8 


Notices are substituted for those published in the 
London Gazette of July 7: 
GURNEY, THOMAS H, Ewhurst, Sussex, Farmer Hastings 
Pet June 11 Ord July 3 
SHAPIRA, HERMAN, Warrington, General Draper 
rington Pet June lz Ord July 4 


War- 


ADJUDICATION ANNULLED AND REJEIVING 
ORDER RESCINDED. 
BARWELL, Capt E E, Peshawar, India HighCourt Adjud 
Oct 15 Ree Ord Feb 6 Annul July 7 


Anglo - American 
Exposition, 


GREAT WHITE CITY, Shepherd's Bush, W. 
NOW OPEN, I! a.m. to II p.m. 
The Panama Canal. Greater New York, Hundreds of 


other Attractions. Concerts by H.M. Grenadier Guards, 
Hi. u. Queen Alexandra’s Own (19th Hussars) and other Bands. 

Admission, Is.; Season Tickets, 41 Is, 

Childrea Haltf-price. 
Twice daily, 3.30 and 8.30 p.m. 

In the Colossal STADIUM— 
AMERICA’S CREATEST AMERICAN SHOW, 101 RANOH. 
Real Wild West, with all its Indians, Cowboys, Wild West 
G-rla, Bucking Bronchos, Wild Horses. Depicting Frontier 
Life as it Really is. The Hero Horsemen frou the 
101 Ranch of Bliss, Oki:homa. 

Raia or Shine. Seats, ls, upwards, 




















